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From  the  Editor 


The  Winter  1989-90  issue  of  The  Journal  of  Historical  Review 
concludes  Volume  Nine  of  The  JHR  and  launches  it  into  the  1990’s. 
If  this  last  issue  of  the  80’s,  and  first  issue  of  the  90’s,  may  be  said  to 
have  a  theme,  that  theme  is  “justice  denied.”  Nearly  every  article  and 
review  bears,  directly  or  indirectly,  on  the  postwar  “trials”  with 
which  the  Second  World  War’s  victors  have  attempted  to  consolidate 
their  triumph  by  continuing  the  propaganda  war  against  the 
defeated,  above  all  the  Germans.  These  courtroom  events,  which 
commenced  even  before  the  war  was  over  and  are  far  from  ending 
even  today,  over  forty  years  after  the  German  surrender,  have  in  the 
past  two  decades  expanded  their  educational  function  by  targeting 
persons  whose  offense  is  not  alleged  to  have  been  a  “war  crime”  but 
rather  a  challenge  to  the  authorized  Allied  propaganda  version  of 
the  war  as  certified  at  Nuremberg  in  1946. 

Joseph  Halow,  who  as  a  very  young  man  had  a  unique  vantage 
point  on  the  trials  of  German  concentration  camp  personnel  by 
American  military  courts  at  Dachau  in  1947,  supplies  a  sensitive  and 
highly  personal  account  of  how  he  lost  his  innocent  belief  in  a 
unique  American  righteousness  there.  The  intrepid  Florence  Rost 
van  Tonningen,  on  the  other  hand,  herself  subject  to  persecution  in 
the  courts  of  her  native  Netherlands  for  the  past  decade  for 
distributing  and  possessing  forbidden  literature  on  the  war,  tells  of 
her  quest  for  truth  and  justice  in  the  matter  of  her  murdered 
husband,  the  noted  Dutch  economist  M.M.  Rost  van  Tonningen:  he 
was  killed,  without  even  the  appearance  of  a  trial,  in  circumstances 
which  the  Dutch  government  has  decreed  must  remain  secret  until 
the  year  2069.  The  JHR’s  prolific  editorial  adviser,  Mark  Weber, 
meanwhile,  reports  on  his  important  testimony  at  the  second  trial  of 
Ernst  Zfindel,  who,  as  past  readers  of  The  Journal  know,  is  being 
punished  under  Canada’s  retrograde  laws  against  spreading  “false 
news”  for  daring  to  challenge  the  historicity  of  the  “Holocaust.” 
Weber  also  provides  a  thorough  debunking  of  professional  “Nazi- 
hunter”  Simon  Wiesenthal,  who  more  than  any  man  alive  has  stoked 
the  popular  fever  that  fuels  the  interminable  trials  of  alleged  German 
war  criminals.  John  Cobden’s  thorough  mining  of  the  Revisionist 
truths  contained  in  the  official  survivors’  history  of  Dachau  helps 
elucidate  many  of  the  problems  touched  on  in  the  Halow  article, 
while  Professor  Henry  Adams,  a  close  associate  of  Revisionist 
founding  father  Harry  Elmer  Barnes,  closes  his  review  of  David 
Irving’s  massive  biography  of  Hermann  Goring  with  a  reminder  of 
Goring’s  masterful  performance  before  the  International  Military 
Tribunal  in  Nuremberg. 

These  articles  demonstrate  that  the  legacy  of  Y alta  and  Potsdam 
and  Nuremberg  continues  to  bloom  in  the  icy  minds  and  hearts  of 
the  West’s  ruling  intellectual  and  political  Establishment,  in  America 
and  Canada  and  Great  Britain  and  France  and  West  Germany.  The 
truth  about  this  century’s  great  wars— what  caused  them,  for  which 
interests  their  victims  died,  and  how  disastrously,  for  most  of 
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For  the  better  part  of  five  days  in  March  1988,  I  testified  as 
an  expert  witness  for  the  defense  in  the  “Holocaust  Trial” 
of  German-Canadian  publisher  Ernst  Ziindel.  It  was  one  of  the 
most  challenging  and  interesting  experiences  of  my  life,  as 
well  as  one  of  the  most  emotionally  grueling. 

Ziindel  was  on  trial  in  Toronto  District  Court  for  publishing 
Did  Six  Million  Really  Die?,  a  32-page  booklet  (often  called  the 
“Harwood  booklet”  after  the  pen  name  of  its  English  author) 
that  contests  the  Holocaust  story,  that  the  Germans 
systematically  exterminated  six  million  European  Jews  during 
the  Second  World  War. 

During  my  time  on  the  stand,  which  included  a  detailed 
examination  of  the  booklet  itself,  I  presented  evidence  which, 
together  with  the  testimony  of  the  other  defense  witnesses, 
powerfully  discredits  the  extermination  story.  I  also  told  the 
court  about  the  solid  achievements  of  Holocaust  Revisionism 
in  the  years  since  the  Harwood  booklet  was  first  published  in 
England  in  1974. 

For  the  sake  of  clarity  in  this  essay,  I  have  reorganized  and 
compressed  my  testimony  into  a  coherent  summary.  I  have 
also  tried  to  convey  something  of  the  atmosphere  in  the 
courtroom,  and  have  included  a  few  personal  observations. 

Ernst  Ziindel 

The  defendant  was  born  in  Germany’s  Black  Forest  region 
in  1939.  After  migrating  to  Canada  at  the  age  of  18.  he  made  a 
successful  career  for  himself  as  a  professional  graphic  artist. 
Ziindel  was  charged  under  a  Canadian  law,  enacted  in  1892 
and  used  only  twice  before,  which  makes  it  illegal  knowingly 
to  publish  “a  statement,  tale  or  news  that  he  knows  is  false  and 
that  causes,  or  is  likely  to  cause,  injury  or  mischief  to  a  public 
interest.” 

His  first  trial  in  1985  for  publishing  the  Harwood  booklet 
received  intensive  coverage  in  the  Canadian  media  and 
resulted  in  conviction.  But  the  verdict  was  set  aside  in  1987  by 


390 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


the  Ontario  Court  of  Appeal,  which  ruled  that  the  judge  had, 
among  other  things,  improperly  excluded  defense  evidence, 
permitted  inadmissable  prosecution  evidence  and  had  given 
improper  instructions  to  the  jury.  The  Ontario  provincial 
government  then  ordered  a  new  trial,  which  began  on  January 
18,  1988.  (On  May  11,  1988,  Ziindel  was  found  guilty  and 
sentenced  two  days  later  to  nine  months  in  jail.  His 
courageous  and  dedicated  attorney,  Douglas  Christie, 
immediately  appealed  the  verdict.) 

Ziindel  first  asked  me  to  participate  in  the  second  Holocaust 
Trial  as  a  possible  interpreter.  William  A.  Curry,  a  Nebraska 
businessman  who  knew  both  Ziindel  and  me,  had  strongly 
encouraged  my  participation  in  the  trial  and  was  instrumental 
in  arranging  our  first  meeting  in  Toronto  on  March  3.  Ziindel 
and  his  attorney  quickly  decided  that  I  could  actually  be  of 
greater  help  as  a  witness  than  as  an  interpreter. 

I  was  called  to  the  stand  on  Tuesday  morning,  March  22. 
Defense  attorney  Christie  began  by  briefly  questioning  me 
about  my  competence  as  a  historian.  Among  other  things,  he 
established  that  I  had  received  a  Master’s  degree  in  European 
history  in  1977  from  Indiana  University  (Bloomington),  and 
had  studied  the  Holocaust  issue  in  considerable  detail  since 
1979.  Crown  (prosecution)  attorney  John  Pearson  objected  to 
my  being  allowed  to  testify,  arguing  that  I  am  biased  and  not 
sufficiently  “professional.”  But  Christie  pointed  out  that  I  had 
more  academic  training  as  a  historian  than  Raul  Hilberg,  who 
had  testified  for  the  prosecution  in  the  first  Ziindel  trial. 
Christie  said  that  my  testimony  should  be  admitted  on  the 
same  basis  as  that  of  historian  Christopher  Browning,  who 
had  appeared  earlier  as  the  main  prosecution  witness. 

Pearson  suggested  that  my  Revisionist  writing  is  motivated 
by  money  I  have  received  for  some  of  my  writing  on  this  issue 
from  people  whom  Pearson  called  “Holocaust  deniers.” 
Christie  noted  in  response  that  Browning  had  received 
infinitely  more  generous  funding  from  the  Israeli 
government’s  Yad  Vashem  center.  Judge  Ronald  Thomas 
hardly  hesitated  in  ruling  that  I  be  allowed  to  testify  as  an 
expert  witness  who  could  give,  as  he  put  it,  “opinion  evidence 
on  the  question  of  the  Holocaust  and  the  alleged 
extermination  policy  of  the  German  government.” 
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Reviewing  the  Harwood  Booklet 

Doug  Christie  guided  me  through  a  line-by  line  evaluation  of 
virtually  the  entire  text  of  Did  Six  Million  Really  Die?,  an  often 
tedious  chore  that  took  up  the  better  part  of  three  days.  I  was 
asked  to  assess  the  accuracy  and  comment  on  the  historical 
background  of  nearly  every  sentence  of  the  booklet,  except  for 
portions  about  the  International  Red  Cross  and  the  Belsen 
camp,  which  had  been  reviewed  with  previous  witnesses. 

Despite  a  number  of  errors,  the  booklet  is  “generally 
accurate,”  I  testified.  I  told  the  court  that  I  agreed  with  its  basic 
thesis,  which  is  given  in  the  very  first  sentence,  “that  the 
allegation  that  six  million  Jews  died  during  the  Second  World 
War,  as  a  direct  result  of  official  German  policy  of 
extermination,  is  utterly  unfounded.” 

I  specified  the  booklet’s  inaccurate  and  misleading 
statements,  but  stressed  that  these  errors  did  not  originate 
with  the  author.  Instead,  they  were  carried  over  from  errors  in 
the  writings  of  Paul  Rassinier  and  David  Hoggan,  upon  which 
the  author  relied  heavily.  The  Harwood  booklet  “does  not 
purport  to  be  a  scholarly  work  of  history,”  I  said.  It  is  a 
“journalistic  or  a  polemical  account”  which  should  not  be  “held 
up  to  the  same  standards  of  rigid  scrutiny”  as  a  serious 
scholarly  work.  “Its  main  value  lies  in  encouraging  further 
discussion  and  thought  and  debate.” 

I  also  emphasized  that  the  nature  of  the  errors  shows  that 
the  author  did  not  write  maliciously  or  with  the  intention  to 
deceive  the  reader.  For  example,  in  cross-examination 
Pearson  focussed  on  the  booklet’s  assertion  that  the  first 
accusation  that  the  Germans  were  exterminating  Jews  was 
made  in  1943  in  a  book  by  Raphael  Lemkin.  (p.  7)  The  Crown 
attorney  made  a  point  of  getting  me  to  acknowledge  that  this  is 
not  true.  The  first  serious  extermination  claims  were  actually 
made  in  1942  by  the  World  Jewish  Congress,  I  said,  but 
stressed  that  this  mistake  by  Rassinier  is  not  critically 
important  to  his  central  thesis,  and  in  any  case  can  hardly  be 
considered  malicious  or  deceitful.  , 

When  Pearson  asked  me  to  agree  that  the  booklet  falsely 
claims  that  the  Jews  invented  the  extermination  story  after  the 
war  to  make  money  for  Israel,  I  referred  him  to  the  passage  he 
himself  had  cited,  which  mentions  the  wartime  origins  of  the 
extermination  charge.  Pearson  and  the  Crown’s  (mostly 
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Jewish)  supporters  in  the  courtroom  seemed  somewhat 
crestfallen  by  this  observation. 

I  testified  that  it  is  not  especially  remarkable  that  Ernst 
Ziindel  did  not  know  about  the  mistakes  in  the  Harwood 
booklet.  Ziindel  is  not  nor  has  he  claimed  to  be  a  historian. 
Publishers  normally  rely  on  the  basic  trustworthiness  of  their 
authors,  I  said.  Besides,  the  errors  in  the  Harwood  booklet  are 
trivial  compared,  for  example,  to  the  enormous  fraud 
perpetrated  by  several  internationally  prominent  periodicals, 
including  Newsweek  magazine,  which  published  the  forged 
“Hitler  diaries.”  I  pointed  out  that  despite  its  vast  human  and 
financial  resources,  Newsweek  magazine  did  not  undertake 
even  the  minimum  effort  that  would  have  been  enough  to 
establish  that  the  “diaries”  were  phony.  The  author  of  Did  Six 
Million  Really  Die?  at  least  relied  on  previously  published 
material  that  he  had  much  better  reason  to  believe  was 
accurate. 

I  also  compared  the  Harwood  booklet  to  William  Shirer’s 
bestselling  volume,  The  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Third  Reich,  which 
contains  numerous  demonstrable  errors  of  fact.  And  although 
the  book  has  been  reprinted  many  times,  in  many  different 
editions,  neither  the  author  nor  the  publisher  has  ever 
bothered  to  correct  these  errors.  For  example,  Shirer  repeated 
the  now  totally  discredited  story  that  the  National  Socialist 
leaders  themselves  set  fire  to  the  Reichstag  (parliament) 
building  in  February  1933.  The  Shirer  book  must  be  held  to  a 
higher  standard  of  truthfulness  and  reliability  than  the 
Harwood  booklet,  which  does  not  claim  to  be  a  scholarly  work 
of  history. 

I  compared  the  Harwood  booklet  to  two  Holocaust  booklets 
published  by  the  Jewish  Anti-Defamation  League  of  B’nai 
B’rith  (The  Record:  The  Holocaust  in  History  and  Anatomy  of 
Nazism )  which  contain  grotesque  and  demonstrable  errors  of 
fact.  The  prosecution  objected  to  this  comparison,  and  Judge 
Thomas  agreed,  declaring  that  “this  evidence  is  not  relevant  to 
the  charge  and  will  not  be  admitted.” 

I  testified  that  “Richard  Harwood”  was  a  pen  name  used  by 
Richard  Verrall,  whom  I  met  in  England  in  1977.  Based  on  my 
conversations  with  Verrall  and  the  booklet’s  publisher,  I  told 
the  court  that  the  author  graduated  from  the  University  of 
London  with  high  honors,  and  that  he  had  written  Did  Six 
Million  Really  Die?  hastily  but  honestly.  Verrall  “did  not 
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maliciously  or  willfully  make  false  statements  of  fact,”  I  told 
the  court.  When  I  first  testified  about  Verrall,  Pearson  objected 
to  my  presentation  of  such  information  as  hearsay.  Later, 
however,  during  cross-examination,  the  Crown  attorney 
reversed  himself  (apparently  because  the  judge  and  jury 
seemed  to  accept  what  I  had  said  on  this  issue),  and  asked  for 
more  information  about  my  meeting  with  Verrall  and  the 
origin  of  the  booklet.  It  seemed  obvious  that  the  prosecution 
knew  all  along  just  who  really  wrote  the  booklet,  but  had 
hoped  to  keep  this  information  from  the  jury. 

The  “Final  Solution” 

A  good  deal  of  my  time  on  the  stand,  especially  during  the 
first  and  final  days,  was  devoted  to  questions  about  Germany’s 
“final  solution”  policy,  which  prosecution  witness  Browning 
had  dealt  with  earlier.  The  “final  solution”  was  a  term 
sometimes  used  by  the  German  government  for  its  wartime 
Jewish  policy,  I  explained. 

At  the  end  of  the  Second  World  War,  the  Allies  confiscated  a 
tremendous  quantity  of  German  documents  dealing  with  this 
policy.  But  not  a  single  document  has  ever  been  found  which 
even  refers  to  an  extermination  program.  To  the  contrary,  the 
German  documents  show  that  the  “final  solution”  meant 
removing  the  Jews  from  Europe— by  emigration  if  possible 
and  by  deportation  if  necessary.  Later,  during  cross- 
examination,  I  agreed  with  the  Crown  attorney  that  the  “final 
solution”  was  a  euphemism,  although  not  for  extermination. 
But  after  I  had  a  chance  to  consult  a  dictionary,  I  said  that  I 
had  spoken  too  hastily,  and  that  the  term  was  not  a 
euphemism  because  the  term  “final  solution”  was  actually 
harsher-sounding  than  the  policy  it  described.  It  would  be 
more  accurate  to  describe  the  term  as  a  label  or  description,  I 
said. 

I  emphasized  that  the  German  “final  solution”  policy  is 
clearly  explained  in  three  important  German  documents, 
which  I  quoted.  The  first  is  the  letter  from  Reichsmarschall 
Hermann  Goring  to  SS  security  chief  Reinhard  Heydrich  of 
July  31,  1941,  which  orders  measures  for  “the  intended  final 
solution  of  the  Jewish  question.”  As  I  pointed  out,  the 
document  specifically  confirms  that  the  German  policy  was 
“to  solve  the  Jewish  question  by  emigration  and  evacuation.” 

The  second  document  is  the  so-called  “Wannsee  Protocol,”  a 
record  of  the  “Wannsee  conference”  of  January  20,  1942,  in 
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Berlin.  (Nuremberg  document  NG-2586-G)  The  document, 
which  contains  nothing  about  extermination,  explains  the 
policy  of  deporting  Jews  to  the  occupied  Soviet  territories  in 
the  East.  “The  emigration  program  has  now  been  replaced  by 
the  evacuation  of  the  Jews  to  the  East  as  a  further  solution 
possibility,  in  accordance  with  previous  authorization  by  the 
Fiihrer,”  it  notes.  The  document  refers  to  the  eventual 
“freeing”  or  “liberation”  of  the  Jews  (“bei  Freilassung”  in 
German),  which  implicitly  confirms  the  intention  of  the 
German  government  to  free  the  Jews  after  the  war. 
Interestingly,  these  words  were  deleted  from  the  English- 
language  translation  published  in  the  official  “green  series” 
record  of  Nuremberg  documents  issued  by  the  U.S. 
government.  (NMT  “green  series,”  vol.  13,  p.  213)  The 
“Wannsee  Protocol”  also  states  that  elderly  German  Jews  and 
Jews  who  had  served  honorably  during  the  First  World  War 
would  not  be  deported  to  the  East,  but  would  instead  be 
housed  in  the  special  Theresienstadt  ghetto  in  Bohemia. 

I  pointed  out  that  the  real  nature  of  the  “final  solution”  policy 
was  also  confirmed  by  Heydrich  in  a  speech  to  German 
officials  in  Prague  two  weeks  after  the  Wannsee  conference 
(which  he  chaired),  and  by  his  widow,  Lina  Heydrich,  in  her 
memoir.  Heydrich  explained  that  the  German  policy  was  to 
deport  the  Jews  of  Europe  to  the  Soviet  territories. 
Furthermore,  I  added,  every  one  of  the  officials  who 
participated  in  the  conference  and  survived  the  war  (with  the 
exception  of  Adolf  Eichmann  in  Israeli  custody)  later  testified 
that  the  conference  had  nothing  to  do  with  a  policy  of 
extermination.  I  mentioned  that  even  the  prominent  West 
German  historians  Martin  Broszat  and  Hans  Mommsen  had 
come  to  the  conclusion  in  recent  years  that  the  conference  did 
not  involve  an  extermination  policy. 

Finally,  the  German  Foreign  Office  memorandum  of  August 
21, 1942,  explains  Germany’s  wartime  policy  towards  the  Jews 
in  clear  and  unmistakable  language.  (Nuremberg  document 
NG-2586-J.)  It  was  written  by  Martin  Luther,  who  represented 
the  German  Foreign  Office  at  the  Wannsee  conference.  I 
quoted  from  it  at  some  length:  ‘The  present  war  gives 
Germany  the  opportunity  and  also  the  duty  of  solving  the 
Jewish  problem  in  Europe,”  it  notes,  and  refers  specifically  to 
the  “territorial  final  solution.”  The  policy  “to  promote  the 
evacuation  of  the  Jews  [from  Europe]  in  closest  cooperation 
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with  the  agencies  of  the  Reichsfiihrer  SS  [Himmler]  is  still  in 
force.”  The  memo  mentions  that,  unfortunately,  “the  number 
of  Jews  deported  in  this  way  to  the  East  did  not  suffice  to 
cover  the  labor  needs.” 

The  document  quotes  German  Foreign  Minister  von 
Ribbentrop  as  saying  that  “at  the  end  of  this  war,  all  Jews 
would  have  to  leave  Europe.  This  was  an  unalterable  decision 
of  the  Fiihrer  [Hitler]  and  also  the  only  way  to  master  this 
problem,  as  only  a  global  and  comprehensive  solution  could 
be  applied  and  individual  measures  would  not  help  very 
much.”  This  internal  memorandum  concludes  by  saying  that 
the  “deportations  [of  the  Jews  to  the  East]  are  a  further  step  on 
the  way  of  the  total  solution  . . .  The  deportation  to  the  [Polish] 
General  Government  is  a  temporary  measure.  The  Jews  will  be 
moved  on  further  to  the  occupied  [Soviet]  eastern  territories  as 
soon  as  the  technical  conditions  for  it  are  given.”  I  made  clear 
to  the  court  that  when  those  who  uphold  the  Holocaust 
extermination  story  are  confronted  with  documents  like  this, 
they  interpret  them  to  suit  what  I  called  “their  preconceived 
notion”  and  “try  to  make  the  evidence  fit.” 

Hitler  and  the  “Final  Solution” 

I  reminded  the  court  that  there  is  no  documentary  evidence 
that  Adolf  Hitler  ever  gave  an  order  to  exterminate  the  Jews, 
or  that  he  knew  of  any  extermination  program.  Instead,  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  German  leader  wanted  the  Jews  to 
leave  Europe,  by  emigration  if  possible  and  by  deportation  if 
necessary. 

Hitler  sometimes  spoke  privately  with  close  associates  about 
his  policy  towards  the  Jews.  I  cited  his  remarks  to  colleagues 
at  his  headquarters  on  July  24,  1942,  in  which  the  German 
leader  emphasized  his  determination  to  remove  all  Jews  from 
Europe  after  the  war:  “The  Jews  are  interested  in  Europe  for 
business  reasons,  but  Europe  must  reject  them,  if  only  out  of 
self-interest,  because  the  Jews  are  racially  tougher.  After  this 
war  is  over,  I  will  rigorously  hold  to  this  position:  I  will  break 
up  one  city  after  the  other  if  the  Jews  don’t  come  out  and 
emigrate  to  Madagascar  or  some  other  Jewish  national  state.” 
(Source:  Henry  Picker,  ed.,  Hitlers  Tischgesprache  im 
Fiihrerhauptquartier,  Stuttgart:  1976,  p.  456.) 

In  response  to  an  Allied  radio  broadcast  that  the  Jews  were 
being  exterminated,  Hitler  angrily  commented:  “Really,  the 
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Jews  should  be  grateful  to  me  for  wanting  nothing  more  than  a 
bit  of  hard  work  from  then.”  And  I  mentioned  that  when 
Hitler  received  a  report  in  October  1944  about  Soviet  reports 
that  the  Germans  had  killed  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Jews  in 
the  Majdanek  concentration  camp,  he  dismissed  the  stories  as 
baseless  propaganda,  no  different  than  Allied  lies  during  the 
First  World  War.  (Source:  David  Irving,  Hitler’s  War,  Viking 
Press  1977  ed.,  pp.  362,  787.) 

Six  Million? 

There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Jews  of  Europe  “suffered  a  great 
catastrophe  during  the  Second  World  War,”  I  said.  There  is 
indeed  “a  basis  for  the  Holocaust  story,”  adding  that  it  “is  not 
just  something  made  out  of  whole  cloth.”  For  example,  the 
large  Jewish  community  of  Poland  was  essentially  uprooted 
during  that  period.  But  the  Jews  were  hardly  the  only  people 
to  suffer.  When  I  said  that  more  Germans  than  Jews  perished 
during  the  Second  World  War,  the  Jews  in  the  courtroom 
were  noticeably  upset.  More  than  five  million  Germans  lost 
their  lives  during  the  war,  including  more  than  half  a  million 
who  were  killed  in  Allied  bombings  of  German  towns  and 
cities,  many  of  them  literally  “holocausted”  in  flames  and  fire 
storms. 

I  stressed  that  it  is  difficult  to  estimate  the  number  of 
European  Jews  who  perished  during  the  war  because  reliable 
and  complete  data  are  simply  not  available.  I  quoted  from  an 
article,  “How  high  is  the  number  of  Jewish  victims?,”  that 
appeared  in  the  daily  Baseler  Nachrichten  of  Basel, 
Switzerland,  of  June  13,  1946,  and  which  is  cited  in  the 
Harwood  booklet.  This  respected  newspaper  concluded  that 
not  more  than  1.5  million  European  Jews  could  have  perished 
(of  all  causes)  during  the  war: 

One  thing  is  already  certain  today:  The  claim  that  this  figure 
[of  Jewish  dead]  runs  up  to  5  or  6  million  (a  figure  which  has 
also  been  assumed  by  the  Palestine  Committee,  which  is  very 
difficult  to  understand)  is  not  true.  The  number  of  Jewish 
victims  may  vary  between  1  and  1.5  million,  because  a  higher 
number  was  not  “within  reach”  of  Hitler  and  Himmler.  It  may 
be  assumed  and  hoped  that  the  final  figure  of  losses  of  the 
Jewish  people  will  be  even  lower  than  this  figure.  But 
clarification  is  necessary,  which  is  why  an  investigation  by  a 
special  United  Nations  committee  should  establish  the  truth, 
which  is  so  terribly  important  for  the  present  and  for  the 
future. 
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It  should  be  kept  in  mind  that  all  Jews  who  died  during  the 
war,  no  matter  what  the  cause  of  death,  are  deceitfully 
counted  as  “victims  of  the  Holocaust.”  This  includes  Jews 
killed  in  Allied  bombing  raids  on  concentration  camps  and 
European  cities.  I  mentioned  the  thousands  of  Jews  who  were 
killed  in  the  final  weeks  of  the  war  as  they  were  being 
evacuated  from  camps  in  two  German  ships,  the  Cap  Arcona 
and  the  Thielbeck,  which  were  sunk  by  British  war  planes. 
They  are  counted  as  “Holocaust  victims,”  even  though  if  the 
policy  has  been  to  kill  them,  the  German  authorities  obviously 
would  not  have  bothered  to  evacuate  them  on  desperately 
needed  ships. 

Wartime  Propaganda 

The  Holocaust  extermination  legend  began,  I  said,  with 
stories  circulated  during  the  summer  and  fall  of  1942  by  the 
World  Jewish  Congress,  and  particularly  by  its  president, 
Rabbi  Stephen  Wise,  who  also  headed  the  American  Jewish 
Congress.  At  that  time,  Wise  preposterously  charged  that  the 
Germans  were  manufacturing  soap  and  lubricants  from  the 
corpses  of  murdered  Jews,  and  that  the  Germans  had  given  up 
gassing  Jews  in  favor  of  extermination  by  systematically 
injecting  them  with  air.  (See,  for  example,  the  New  York 
Times,  November  26,  1942,  p.  16.) 

The  prosecution  attorney  spent  a  good  bit  of  time  asking 
about  the  joint  declaration  issued  by  the  Allied  governments  in 
December  1942,  which  charged  that  the  Germans  were 
exterminating  the  Jews.  He  tried  to  argue  that  any  “reasonably 
well-read”  person  would  have  known  about  this  declaration, 
but  I  replied  that  it  is  doubtful  if  even  one  college-educated 
Canadian  in  a  hundred  had  ever  heard  of  it.  Two  important 
facts  about  this  fateful  declaration  should  be  kept  in  mind,  I 
said.  First,  it  was  issued  in  spite  of  private  protests  by  the 
American  and  British  officials  responsible  for  Jewish  affairs  in 
Europe,  who  reported  that  there  was  no  evidence  for  the 
Jewish  extermination  stories.  Second,  it  was  issued  largely  as 
a  result  of  an  intensive  behind-the-scenes  pressure  campaign 
orchestrated  by  the  World  Jewish  Congress,  as  the 
organization  later  boasted  in  its  official  history,  a  book  entitled 
Unity  in  Dispersion. 

The  extermination  stories  were  subsequently  promoted  by 
the  Allied  governments  as  part  of  their  wartime  propaganda 
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campaign  against  Germany.  The  wartime  German 
government  protested  against  these  fantastic  allegations. 
Deputy  Reich  Press  Chief  Helmut  Siindermann  specifically 
refuted  the  Allied  extermination  claims  at  two  press 
conferences  in  Berlin  for  foreign  journalists,  including  some 
from  neutral  countries.  The  government  of  Hungary,  which 
was  a  wartime  ally  of  Germany,  also  protested  against  the 
Allied  charge  that  Jews  were  being  exterminated. 

The  Einsatzgruppen 

Much  of  my  first,  second  and  final  days  on  the  stand  was 
devoted  to  questions  about  the  activities  of  the  “Einsatz¬ 
gruppen”  security  police  units,  a  subject  which  prosecution 
witness  Browning  had  dealt  with  earlier  in  some  detail.  The 
Einsatzgruppen,  I  explained,  were  special  task  forces 
responsible  for  quickly  imposing  a  “sort  of  ‘rough  and  ready’ 
form  of  order  and  security”  in  the  newly-occupied  Soviet 
territories  before  the  establishment  of  regular  civil 
administration.  I  had  spent  quite  a  lot  of  time  studying  the 
detailed  Einsatzgruppen  reports  at  the  National  Archives,  I 
said. 

Contrary  to  the  view  of  Holocaust  historians  such  as  Raul 
Hilberg  and  others,  I  said  that  when  these  reports  are 
considered  as  a  whole  and  taken  in  the  context  of  other 
evidence,  it  becomes  clear  that  these  units  were  not 
established  to  exterminate  the  Jews  of  the  Soviet  Union.  It  is 
quite  true  that  these  Security  Police  units  shot  considerable 
numbers  of  Jews,  I  said,  but  that  if  the  original  reports  are  read 
objectively  and  in  context,  it  is  clear  that  Jews  were  shot  for 
specific  security  reasons,  including  reprisal  killings,  and  not 
simply  because  they  were  Jews.  I  pointed  out  that  even  Raul 
Hilberg,  probably  the  most  prominent  Jewish  Holocaust 
historian,  acknowledges  that  the  Einsatzgruppen  did  not  kill 
Jews  without  a  security  reason.  (Destruction  of  the  European 
Jews,  1985  ed.,  p.  331.) 

I  stressed  that  the  German  policy  towards  the  Jews  in  the 
occupied  Soviet  territories  cannot  be  understood  without 
taking  into  account  the  merciless  war  that  was  raging  at  the 
time  between  regimes  with  mortally  opposed  ideologies.  The 
grim  work  of  the  Einsatzgruppen  must  be  evaluated  within  the 
context  of  the  savage  conflict  that  was  being  waged  outside  of 
the  accepted  rules  of  warfare.  I  mentioned  Stalin’s  order  of 
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July  3,  1941,  calling  on  the  entire  Soviet  civilian  population  to 
conduct  a  campaign  of  terror,  sabotage  and  guerrilla  warfare 
against  the  Germans.  The  Jews  were  especially  active  in  this 
campaign,  as  numerous  Jewish  historians  have  proudly 
acknowledged,  I  said. 

History  shows  that  only  extremely  harsh  measures  seem  to 
work  against  guerrilla  or  terrorist  forces,  I  said,  citing  the 
experience  of  the  American  forces  in  Vietnam  and  the  French 
in  Algeria.  I  also  mentioned  the  current  conflict  between  the 
Israelis  and  the  fighters  of  the  PLO,  who  are  regarded  as 
terrorists  by  the  Israelis  and  freedom  fighters  by  the 
Palestinians. 

At  this  point,  Jews  present  in  the  courtroom  noisily 
indicated  their  displeasure  at  my  very  brief  reference  to  the 
Arab-Israeli  conflict,  and  Judge  Thomas  suddenly  ordered  a 
short  recess.  After  the  jury  had  left  the  room,  he  angrily 
criticized  my  reference  as  an  “attempt  to  smear  this  trial” 
(which  it  most  certainly  was  not)  and  announced  that  he 
would  not  tolerate  any  further  references  to  the  Palestinian- 
Israeli  conflict.  “There’s  no  need  for  this  witness  to  bring  into 
this  courtroom  the  present  environment  in  Israel.”  I  was  free 
to  make  comparisons  with  the  Vietnam  war  or  other  historical 
conflicts,  he  said,  but  not  to  current  events.  Although  I  had 
obviously  touched  a  sore  nerve,  I  was  not  the  only  one  in  the 
courtroom  who  felt  that  Thomas  had  over-reacted. 
Unfortunately,  this  was  by  no  means  the  only  time  he  lost 
control  of  his  emotions. 

On  another  occasion,  I  compared  the  sometimes  very  severe 
measures  taken  by  the  Einsatzgruppen  with  the  “free  fire 
zone”  policy  of  the  Americans  during  the  Vietnam  war. 
American  forces  would  evacuate  all  Vietnamese  civilians  from 
designated  areas  to  so-called  “strategic  hamlets,”  which  in 
their  forced  resettlement  of  civilians  were  not  unlike 
concentration  camps.  Any  Vietnamese  remaining  in  the  so- 
called  “free  fire  zones”  were  subject  to  extermination  on  the 
assumption  that  they  were  hostile  and  dangerous. 

The  tasks  of  the  Einsatzgruppen  were  clearly  laid  out  in  an 
order  by  Heydrich,  the  chief  of  the  Security  Police  and  the 
Security  Service,  dated  July  2,  1941,  I  said.  This  order 
specified  that  the  only  ones  to  be  executed  in  the  occupied 
Soviet  territories  as  few s  were  “Jews  in  [Communist]  Party  and 
[Soviet]  government  positions.”  It  also  ordered  the  executions 
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of  “other  radical  elements  (saboteurs,  propagandists,  snipers, 
assassins,  inciters,  etc.)”  as  well  as  high-level,  middle-level 
Communist  officials  along  with  radical  lower-level 
Communist  officials.  When  I  mentioned  that  this  document 
had  only  come  to  light  in  recent  years,  Jews  in  the  back  of  the 
courtroom  expressed  audible  skepticism  that  such  an  order 
ever  really  existed.  So  I  quickly  added  that  it  has  appeared  in 
several  works,  including  Documents  on  the  Holocaust, 
published  by  the  Israeli  government’s  Yad  Vashem  center  in 
1981.  The  courtroom  crowd  seemed  struck  by  this  citation. 

The  basic  German  policy  towards  the  Jews  in  the  Soviet 
territories  is  also  laid  out  in  the  “Guidelines  for  the  Handling 
of  the  Jewish  Question.”  (Nuremberg  document  212-PS.) 
There  is  no  mention  of  extermination,  but  instead  this 
Security  Police  directive  emphasized  the  importance  of 
putting  Jews  to  work,  and  specifically  refers  to  the  “peaceful 
solution  of  the  Jewish  question.” 

I  mentioned  Himmler’s  private  conversation  with  Mussolini 
in  October  1942  and  his  speech  of  December  16,  1943,  when 
he  spoke  frankly  to  German  officers  in  Weimar  about  his 
ruthless  policy  towards  the  Jews  in  the  occupied  Soviet 
territories.  This  speech  is  also  important  because  it  clarifies 
the  meaning  of  Himmler’s  widely-cited  speech  of  October  4, 
1943,  in  Posen. 

A  rather  typical  Einsatzgruppen  report,  dated  October  31, 
1941  (No.  127,  pp.  4-5J,  describes  the  situation  in  the  Ukraine: 

In  this  area  the  Security  Police  has  come  up  against  two 
major  groups  of  adversaries.  They  are:  1)  the  Jews,  2)  those 
once  active  in  the  former  Soviet  regime  ...  In  this  regard  it 
should  be  pointed  out  that  in  the  Ukraine,  those  who 
sympathized  with  the  Soviets  were  predominantly  Jews  ...  It 
can  now  be  stated  without  reservation  that  the  Jews  were, 
without  exception,  supporters  of  Bolshevism. 

Over  and  over  again,  particularly  in  the  cities,  the  Jews  are 
cited  as  the  real  Soviet  rulers  who  exploited  the  people  with 
indescribable  brutality  and  delivered  them  to  their  deaths  at 
the  hands  of  the  NKVD  [Soviet  Secret  Police].  The  [German 
Security  Police]  units  have  carried  out  approximately  10,000 
interrogations  during  the  past  four  months.  Again  and  again, 
the  Jews  were  cited  as  having  worked  actively  for  the  Soviets,  if 
not  in  responsible  positions  than  at  least  as  agents, 
collaborators  or  informers.  Not  a  single  Jewish  corpse  had  been 
found  in  any  of  the  numerous  mass  graves.  In  any  case,  it  is 
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evident  that  the  Jews  share  the  greatest  guilt  with  others  for  the 
slaughter  of  the  Ukrainian  people  and  the  ethnic  Germans. 

For  this  reason,  special  measures  against  the  Jews  are 
considered  necessary  by  the  Security  Police. 

I  also  quoted  from  several  Einsatzgruppen  reports  to  show 
that  there  was  no  extermination  policy.  For  example,  the 
reports  of  July  24,  1941,  and  August  5,  1941,  refer  to  the 
establishment  of  Jewish  health  centers  in  the  newly-created 
Jewish  ghettos  to  prevent  the  outbreak  of  diseases. 

I  quoted  from  the  report  of  September  12,  1941  (No.  81,  p. 
14),  which  clearly  suggests  that  the  “solution  of  the  Jewish 
question”  was  simply  to  get  the  Jews  out  of  Europe,  not  to  kill 
them.  It  also  shows  that  these  security  units  were  glad  when 
they  did  not  have  to  deal  with  the  large  numbers  of  Jews  who 
fled  to  the  eastern  areas  still  under  Soviet  control: 

During  the  first  weeks  [of  the  military  campaign] 
considerable  numbers  of  Jews  fell  under  our  control,  whereas 
in  the  central  and  eastern  Ukrainian  districts  it  has  been 
observed  that  in  many  cases  70  to  90  percent,  and  sometimes 
100  percent,  of  the  Jewish  population  has  fled.  This  can  be  seen 
as  an  indirect  result  of  the  work  of  the  Security  Police 
[Einsatzgruppen],  since  the  removal  [Abschiebung]  at  no  cost 
of  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Jews -most  of  them  reportedly  to 
beyond  the  Urals  — represents  a  considerable  contribution  to 
the  solution  of  the  Jewish  question  in  Europe. 

Numerous  Jewish  sources  also  confirm  that  the  great 
majority  of  Jews  were  evacuated  or  fled  from  the  Soviet 
territories  before  they  were  occupied  by  the  Germans. 

The  Einsatzgruppen  report  of  August  25,  1941  (No.  63,  pp. 
6-7)  also  explains  what  was  meant  by  “solution  of  the  Jewish 
question”: 

Slowly  but  surely,  one  of  the  most  important  problems,  the 
solution  of  the  Jewish  question  [emphasis  in  original],  is  being 
tackled.  In  Kishinev  [the  capital  of  Bessarabia,  a  Rumanian¬ 
speaking  province],  there  were  approximately  60-80  thousand 
Jews  before  the  war.  Most  of  them  were  deported  with  the 
withdrawal  of  the  Russians.  When  the  city  was  captured,  there 
were  only  about  4,000  Jews  present,  but  that  number  has  since 
increased.  Upon  the  initiative  of  the  Einsatzkomando  the 
Rumanian  city  commander  established  a  Jewish  ghetto  in  the 
old  city  which  currently  contains  about  9,000  Jews.  The  Jews 
are  being  organized  into  work  groups  and  assigned  to  various 
German  and  Rumanian  units  for  clean-up  work  and  other 
kinds  of  labor. 
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Altogether  there  were  never  more  than  about  3,000  men  and 
women  in  the  four  Einsatzgruppen  that  operated  in  the  vast 
occupied  Soviet  territory.  And  this  number  included 
administrative  personnel,  female  secretaries,  teletype  and 
radio  operators,  truck  drivers,  and  interpreters.  The  size  and 
make-up  of  the  Einsatzgruppen  alone  indicate  that  they  were 
not  organized  for  the  purpose  of  killing  the  entire  Jewish 
population  of  the  occupied  Soviet  Union,  as  is  often  alleged. 

The  numbers  of  Jews  said  to  have  been  shot  in  the 
Einsatzgruppen  reports  are  wildly  exaggerated,  I  emphasized, 
in  much  the  same  way  that  the  so-called  “body  count”  figures 
of  enemy  dead  produced  by  the  American  military  during  the 
Vietnam  war  were  greatly  inflated.  Although  the 
Einsatzgruppen  reports  would  indicate  that  2.2  million  Jews 
were  killed,  every  reputable  historian  who  has  written  on  this 
subject  acknowledges  that  this  figure  bears  little  relationship 
to  reality.  In  this  regard,  I  cited  the  works  of  historians  Gerald 
Reitlinger,  Raul  Hilberg,  William  Shirer,  Reginald  Paget,  and 
Werner  Maser,  as  well  as  the  most  detailed  work  on  this 
subject,  Die  Truppe  des  Weltanschauungskrieges,  by  Helmut 
Krausnick  and  Hans-Heinrich  Wilhelm.  I  also  mentioned 
statements  by  Einsatzgruppen  trial  defendants  Paul  Blobel 
and  Gustav  Nosske. 

British  historian  and  member  of  parliament  Reginald  Paget 
specifically  checked  the  accuracy  of  a  February  18,  1942, 
report  which  claimed  that  Einsatzgruppe  D  had  killed  10,000 
Jews  in  Simferopol,  Crimea.  Paget  found  that  the  real  number 
could  not  have  been  more  than  about  300,  and  that  ‘These  300 
were  probably  not  exclusively  Jews  but  a  miscellaneous 
collection  of  people  who  were  being  held  on  suspicion  of 
resistance  activity.”  (R.T.  Paget,  Manstein:  His  Campaigns  and 
His  Trial,  pp.  168-173.J  Raul  Hilberg  gives  a  figure  of  1.3 
million  Jewish  dead  in  the  Soviet  territories,  which  implies 
that  he  also  acknowledges  that  these  figures  are  greatly 
exaggerated. 

I  also  spoke  about  the  case  of  Otto  Ohlendorf,  the 
commander  of  Einsatzgruppe  D,  who  told  the  main 
Nuremberg  trial  as  a  very  cooperative  prosecution  witness 
that  his  unit  had  shot  90,000  Jews.  Later,  much  to  his 
astonishment,  he  found  himself  in  the  Nuremberg  dock  as  a 
defendant.  He  repudiated  much  of  his  previous  testimony, 
insisting,  for  example,  that  the  figure  of  90,000  Jewish  dead 
was  wildly  exaggerated. 
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During  my  cross-examination,  Crown  attorney  Pearson 
cited  portions  of  Ohlendorf  s  testimony  at  his  trial  in  which  he 
spoke  about  an  alleged  “Fiihrer  Order”  to  kill  all  the  Jews  in  the 
occupied  Soviet  territories.  I  replied  by  pointing  out  that  no 
record  of  such  an  order  has  ever  been  found  and  that  even 
Hilberg  no  longer  speaks  of  such  a  thing.  Also,  the  Heydrich 
order  of  July  2,  1941,  as  well  as  the  Einsatzgruppen  reports 
themselves  are  not  consistent  with  such  an  extermination 
policy.  The  fact  that  there  were  large  numbers  of  Jews  living  in 
these  territories  under  German  control  in  1942  and  1943 
cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  alleged  extermination  policy,  I 
said,  and  I  mentioned  that  during  the  final  chaotic  months  of 
the  war,  the  Germans  actually  evacuated  Jews  from  former 
occupied  Soviet  territories  back  to  Germany. 

In  evaluating  the  testimony  of  men  like  Ohlendorf,  the 
circumstances  and  the  probable  motives  of  the  speaker  must 
be  taken  into  account,  I  stressed.  The  apparently  self- 
incriminating  nature  of  much  of  Ohlendorf  s  testimony  in  his 
own  trial  is  understandable,  I  said,  because  he  was 
desperately  trying  to  make  a  case  that  was  reasonably 
consistent  with  what  had  supposedly  been  established  as  fact 
in  the  main  Nuremberg  trial.  A  common  defense  strategy  in 
Holocaust-related  trials  has  been  to  agree  with  the  prosecution 
claims  about  an  extermination  program,  but  to  insist  that  the 
defendant  was  not  involved  or  responsible. 

Prosecution  attorney  Pearson  raised  the  matter  of  a 
November  1941  order  by  General  Erich  von  Manstein  which 
directed  the  German  army  to  cooperate  with  the 
Einsatzgruppen.  “The  Jewish-Bolshevist  system  must  be 
exterminated  once  and  for  all.  Never  again  must  it  encroach 
upon  our  European  living  space,”  Manstein  ordered. 
(Nuremberg  document  PS-4064.)  Pearson  maintained  that  this 
was  equivalent  to  an  order  to  exterminate  the  Jews.  I  strongly 
disagreed.  The  “extermination”  of  a  social-political  system 
does  not  mean  the  extermination  of  people,  I  said.  We  have 
documents  showing  that  at  least  some  German  soldiers  were 
even  punished  for  mistreating  Jews  in  the  occupied  Soviet 
territories,  I  added. 

Katzmann’s  Galicia  Report 

The  Crown  attorney  asked  quite  a  few  questions  during 
cross-examination  about  a  June  1943  report  by  SS  Major 
General  Katzmann  on  the  “solution  of  the  Jewish  Question  in 
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Galicia.”  (Document  L-18.  IMT,  Vol.  37,  pp.  391-419.)  This  was 
a  difficult  session  because  I  took  the  position  that  this 
document  is  authentic,  but  that  many  of  the  figures  given  in  it 
are  greatly  exaggerated.  Although  it  does  refer,  for  example,  to 
the  “most  severe  measures  to  destroy  Jewish  banditry,”  I 
stressed  that  this  report,  if  read  carefully  and  with  an  open 
mind,  is  not  evidence  of  an  extermination  program,  as 
Pearson  argued.  Although  the  prosecution  cited  only  select 
portions  of  this  report,  I  pointed  out  that  a  passage  not  cited  by 
Pearson  specifically  mentions  that  the  Jews  in  the  20  Jewish 
camps  in  Galicia  were  to  receive  “appropriate  housing, 
clothing  and  medical  care,”  and  that  sick  Jews  in  the  camps 
were  to  continue  to  receive  normal  food  rations. 

Pearson  quoted  the  document  as  reporting  that  the  Germans 
confiscated  enormous  quantities  of  money,  jewelry,  gold  and 
other  valuables  from  the  Jews,  which  were  turned  over  to  the 
Special  Staff  “Reinhard.”  Pearson  and  I  sharply  disagreed 
about  this  “Reinhard”  organization.  Holocaust  historians 
generally  claim  that  it  was  responsible  for  exterminating  the 
Jews  of  Poland,  and  that  it  was  named  after  assassinated  SS 
security  chief  Reinhard  Heydrich.  I  strongly  disputed  this 
allegation  and  said  that  the  Germans  did  not  name  units  or 
operations  after  someone’s  first  name.  The  “Reinhard”  group 
was  actually  responsible  for  processing  confiscated  Jewish 
property,  not  exterminating  Jews. 

In  a  sense,  my  testimony  may  sometimes  have  been  helpful 
to  the  prosecution  case  because  I  did  not  deny  or  whitewash 
the  severity  of  German  measures  against  the  Jews,  particularly 
in  the  occupied  Soviet  territories.  For  example,  I  mentioned 
that  Jews  found  outside  of  ghettos  without  the  yellow  star 
badge  were  normally  shot.  Although  it  would  be  nice  to  think 
that  this  kind  of  frankness  strengthened  my  credibility  with 
the  jurors,  in  reality  it  almost  certainly  hurt  the  defense  case. 

“Eyewitness”  Testimony 

Much  of  the  evidence  for  the  extermination  story  is 
“eyewitness  testimony”  of  so-called  “Holocaust  survivors.”  To 
support  my  statement  that  these  testimonies  are  “notoriously 
unreliable,”  I  quoted  from  an  article  by  Jewish  historian 
Samuel  Gringauz  (who  was  interned  in  the  Kaunas  ghetto 
during  the  war)  which  appeared  in  the  New  York  quarterly, 
Jewish  Social  Studies  (January  1950,  Vol.  12).  The  Jews  in  the 
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courtroom  were  visibly  upset  when  I  read  Gringauz’  emphatic 
denunciation  of  what  he  called  the  “hyperhistorical”  nature  of 
these  “testimonies.”  He  wrote  that  “most  of  the  memoirs  and 
reports  are  full  of  preposterous  verbosity,  graphomanic 
exaggeration,  dramatic  effects,  overestimated  self-inflation, 
dilettante  philosophizing,  would-be  lyricism,  unchecked 
rumors,  bias,  partisan  attacks  and  apologies.” 

In  addition,  more  than  10,000  of  the  20,000  so-called 
“testimonies”  of  Jewish  “survivors”  on  file  at  Yad  Vashem  in 
Israel  are  also  unreliable,  I  said,  citing  a  front  page  article  that 
appeared  in  the  Jerusalem  Post  newspaper  of  August  17,  1986. 
The  report  quoted  Shmuel  Krakowski,  the  archives  director  of 
the  Israeli  government’s  Holocaust  memorial  center,  who 
declared  that  “over  half  of  the  20,000  testimonies  from 
Holocaust  survivors  on  record  at  Yad  Vashem  are  ‘unreliable.’” 
The  article  continued: 

Krakowski  says  that  many  survivors,  wanting  “to  be  part  of 
history”  may  have  let  their  imaginations  run  away  with  them. 
“Many  were  never  in  the  place  where  they  claim  to  have 
witnessed  atrocities,  while  others  relied  on  second-hand 
information  given  them  by  friends  or  passing  strangers,” 
according  to  Krakowski.  A  large  number  of  testimonies  on  file 
were  later  proved  inaccurate  when  locations  and  dates  could 
not  pass  an  expert  historian’s  appraisal  .  .  . 

Pearson  objected  to  my  quoting  of  this  article,  claiming  that 
it  was  hearsay.  But  Judge  Thomas  overruled  the  objection, 
saying  that  an  expert  is  permitted  to  cite  what  might  normally 
be  considered  hearsay.  The  judge  added  that  he  assumed  that 
I  was  quoting  from  an  actual  newspaper  report.  I  also  cited 
French-Jewish  historian  Olga  Wormser-Migot,  who  wrote  in 
her  detailed  study  of  the  camps  about  the  tendency  of  Jewish 
inmates  to  invent  stories  about  gas  chambers. 

Gas  Chambers 

Although  a  few  individuals  have  claimed  to  have  personally 
witnessed  gassings  of  Jews,  I  told  the  court  that  I  did  not 
believe  these  stories  because  they  are  “not  consistent”  with 
other  available  evidence.  For  example,  it  would  not  have  been 
technically  possible  to  cremate  the  vast  numbers  of  Jews  said 
to  have  been  gassed  and  cremated  at  Auschwitz  in  the 
cremation  facilities  there.  The  extermination  and  cremation  of 
one  million  persons  at  Auschwitz  within  this  period  of  time  is 
“virtually  impossible,”  I  said. 
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In  this  regard,  I  also  referred  to  the  Allied  aerial 
reconnaissance  photos  taken  of  Auschwitz  in  1944  and  made 
public  by  the  CIA  in  1979.  These  photos,  taken  at  random 
during  what  is  supposed  to  have  been  the  height  of  the 
extermination  period  there,  show  no  trace  of  piles  of  burning 
corpses,  smoking  chimneys  and  masses  of  Jews  awaiting 
death,  all  of  which  have  been  alleged  and  which  would  have 
been  clearly  visible  if  Auschwitz  had  indeed  been  an 
extermination  center.  (See:  D.  Brugioni  and  R.  Poirier,  The 
Holocaust  Revisited,  1979.) 

At  the  time  they  were  first  made  public  in  1979, 1  was  struck 
by  the  fact  that  these  photos  are  simply  not  consistent  with  the 
orthodox  Auschwitz  extermination  story,  and  I  was 
astonished  by  the  way  in  which  they  were  seized  upon  by  Elie 
Wiesel  and  others  to  charge  that  the  wartime  U.S.  government 
not  only  knew  about  mass  extermination  at  Auschwitz,  but 
consciously  decided  to  do  nothing  to  stop  it.  I  concluded  that 
if  such  gross  distortion  of  evidence  was  possible  so  many 
years  after  the  war,  it  is  at  least  possible  that  other  Holocaust 
claims  might  likewise  be  wrong.  These  remarkable  photos, 
and  the  way  in  which  they  were  misrepresented,  first 
prompted  me  to  seriously  investigate  this  entire  issue,  I  said. 

On  one  occasion  Ziindel’s  attorney  presented  large  blow-ups 
of  striking  photographs  taken  from  1942  to  1944  at  Auschwitz 
III  camp  (Monowitz),  and  I  explained  that  what  they  show 
cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  orthodox  extermination  story.  (I 
had  examined  these  photos  in  the  Diirrfeld  defense  exhibit  file 
at  the  National  Archives  in  Washington,  D.C.) 

I  quoted  from  an  important  document  that  came  to  light  in 
1987  which  confirms  that  numerous  stories  of  “gassings”  at 
camps  in  Germany  and  Austria  were  inventions.  This  is 
circular  notice  No.  31  of  October  1,  1948,  of  the  Austrian 
Military  Police  Service  in  Vienna.  It  was  issued  by  Major 
Muller  and  certified  by  his  assistant,  Lt.  Emil  Lachout,  who 
later  testified  in  the  Ziindel  trial  and  swore  to  its  authenticity. 
(Incidentally,  this  document  also  corroborates  the  Stephen 
Pinter  letter  quoted  in  the  Harwood  booklet,  pp.  21-22.)  The 
Mtiller/Lachout  circular  notice  reads  in  part: 

The  Allied  Investigation  Commissions  have  so  far 
established  that  no  people  were  killed  by  poison  gas  in  the 
following  concentration  camps:  Bergen-Belsen,  Buchenwald, 
Dachau,  Flossenbiirg,  Gross-Rosen,  Mauthausen  and  its 
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satellite  camps,  Natzweiler,  Neuengamme,  Niederhagen 
(Wewelsberg),  Ravensbriick,  Sachsenhausen,  Stutthof,  [and] 
Theresienstadt. 

In  these  cases  it  has  been  proven  that  confessions  were 
extorted  by  torture  and  that  statements  by  witnesses  were  false. 

Former  concentration  camp  prisoners  who  gave  information 
during  interrogations  about  the  murder  of  people,  especially 
Jews,  with  poison  .gas  in  these  concentration  camps,  are  to  be 
made  aware  of  the  results  of  this  investigation.  If  they  persist 
with  their  claims,  they  are  to  be  charged  with  making  false 
statements. 

I  mentioned  several  claims  about  Treblinka  that  were  once 
widely  believed  but  which  no  serious  historian  now  accepts.  I 
cited  the  charge  by  the  U.S.  prosecution  at  the  main 
Nuremberg  trial  that  masses  of  Jews  were  killed  at  Treblinka 
not  by  gassing,  as  is  now  generally  claimed,  but  by  steam  in  so- 
called  “steam  chambers.”  (Nuremberg  document  PS-3311). 
And  at  the  Nuremberg  trial  against  Oswald  Pohl,  U.S.  judge 
Musmanno  said  that  Jews  were  killed  at  Treblinka  by  gas, 
steam  and  electric  current.  (NMT  “green  series,”  Vol.  5,  pp. 
1133-1134.) 

On  the  other  hand,  I  said,  former  Treblinka  inmate  Samuel 
Rajzman  testified  after  the  war  that  Jews  were  killed  at  the 
camp  not  by  gassing  or  steaming,  but  by  suffocating  them  to 
death  with  a  machine  that  pumped  air  out  of  chambers.  I 
quoted  from  The  Black  Book,  a  volume  published  in  New  York 
in  1946  by  the  “Jewish  Black  Book  Committee,”  which  alleged 
that  three  million  Jews  had  been  killed  at  Treblinka  by  gassing 
and  steaming,  but  that  the  most  “widespread  method 
consisted  of  pumping  all  air  out  from  the  chambers  with  large 
special  pumps.”  (See  also:  M.  Weber,  “Open  Letter,"  Journal  of 
Historical  Review,  Summer  1988,  pp.  176-177.) 

At  one  point  I  criticized  the  deliberate  confusion  by  some 
Holocaust  writers  of  the  distinction  between  gas  chambers 
and  crematories,  and  I  mentioned  the  references  in  popular 
Holocaust  literature  to  so-called  “gas  ovens.”  This  is  “a 
nonsensical  term,”  I  said,  which  is  “typical  of  the  kind  of 
sensational  terminology  used  in  much  of  the  literature  about 
the  Holocaust  story.” 

Camps 

The  Crown  attorney  and  the  Jews  in  the  courtroom 
appeared  visibly  upset  when  I  read  a  portion  of  the  official 
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German  regulations  for  the  concentration  camps.  This 
document  was  first  made  public  many  years  after  the  war  by  a 
former  Auschwitz-Birkenau  inmate  in  a  Polish  medical 
journal.  English  translation  in:  Anthology,  Inhuman  Medicine, 
Vol.  1,  Part  1.  Warsaw:  International  Auschwitz  Committee, 
1970.,  pp.  149-151.) 

Among  other  things,  the  regulations  ordered: 

The  new  arrivals  in  the  camp  have  to  be  examined  carefully. 
Those  suspected  should  immediately  be  put  into  the  camp 
hospital  and  kept  there  for  observation  . . .  Prisoners  asking  for 
medical  treatment  should  be  brought  before  the  camp  doctor 
that  same  day  to  be  examined. 

The  camp  doctor  should  regularly  check  how  the  food  is 
prepared  and  its  quality.  Any  shortcomings  should 
immediately  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  camp 
commandant.  Special  care  should  be  given  to  the  treatment  of 
accidents,  so  as  to  avoid  impairment  of  the  prisoners’  ability  to 
earn  their  living.  Prisoners  who  are  to  be  set  free  or  transferred 
from  the  camp  should  be  brought  before  the  camp  physician 
for  medical  examination. 

Consistent  with  this,  I  testified  that  SS  chief  Heinrich 
Himmler,  who  was  ultimately  in  charge  of  the  concentration 
camp  system,  was  so  concerned  about  the  high  death  rate  due 
to  disease  that  he  issued  an  emphatically  worded  order  in 
December  1942  to  improve  the  nutrition  of  the  inmates  and 
take  all  necessary  measures  to  reduce  the  death  rate. 
(Nuremberg  document  PS-2171,  Annex  2.  Published  in: 
NC&A  “red  series,”  Vol.  4,  pp.  833-834.)  I  quoted  from  a 
January  1943  directive  from  the  inspecter  of  the  concentration 
camps,  Richard  Glucks,  to  the  commandant  of  each 
concentration  camp,  including  Auschwitz.  “As  I  have  already 
pointed  out,”  he  ordered,  “every  means  must  be  used  to  lower 
the  death  rate  in  the  camp.”  (Nuremberg  document  NO-1523.) 

I  referred  to  the  allegation  that  the  Germans  manufactured 
lamp  shades  and  other  household  items  from  the  skin  of 
murdered  camp  inmates.  (Harwood  booklet,  p.  24.  This  story 
was  once  seriously  endorsed.  See,  for  example,  W.  Shirer,  Rise 
and  Fall,  paperback  ed.,  p.  1280.)  I  pointed  out  that  General 
Lucius  Clay,  Commander  in  Chief  of  U.S.  forces  in  Europe 
and  Military  Governor  of  the  U.S.  Occupation  Zone  of 
Germany,  1947-49,  repudiated  this  particular  horror  story  as 
early  as  1948.  (See:  M.  Weber,  “Buchenwald,”  Journal  of 
Historical  Review,  Winter  1986-87,  pp.  406-407.) 
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Asked  about  the  photo  in  the  Harwood  booklet  showing 
“healthy  and  cheerful  inmates”  at  Dachau  at  its  surrender  to 
American  soldiers  in  the  final  weeks  of  the  war,  I  replied  that 
it  is  an  official  U.S.  Army  photo,  one  of  a  series  I  had 
examined  in  the  archives  at  the  Pentagon.  Another  photo  in 
the  series,  which  was  taken  at  the  same  time,  shows  Jewish 
mothers  and  their  babies  in  the  camp. 

A  large  chart  showing  the  monthly  death  rate  at  Dachau 
during  the  war  was  also  presented  to  the  court  as  a  defense 
exhibit.  I  testified  that  the  figures  given  were  from  a  U.S. 
government  prosecution  exhibit  presented  at  one  of  the 
postwar  trials  in  Germany.  The  chart  graphically  showed  a 
tremendous  increase  in  the  death  rate  during  the  final  months 
of  the  war,  which  was  the  result  of  disease  brought  on  by 
tremendous  overcrowding  and  other  unavoidable 
consequences  of  the  chaotic  wartime  conditions.  The  figures 
implicitly  confirm  that  there  was  no  extermination  program  or 
policy  at  the  camp. 

A  plaque  placed  at  Dachau  shortly  after  the  end  of  the  war 
proclaimed  that  238,000  people  had  died  in  the  camp,  I  noted. 
Today,  the  total  number  of  Dachau  dead  is  pretty  universally 
acknowledged  to  have  been  about  20,000.  In  the  case  of  other 
camps  as  well,  I  said,  the  numbers  of  alleged  victims  have 
been  drastically  revised  downwards  over  the  years,  although 
the  public  is  rarely  ever  told  that  these  figures  have  been 
changed.  New  figures  are  given  without  explaining  why  the 
old  ones  are  no  longer  accurate. 

The  German  guards  at  the  Dachau,  Buchenwald  and 
Mauthausen  camps  were  simply  murdered  after  the  camps 
were  taken  by  the  Americans  in  the  final  weeks  of  the  war,  I 
testified.  The  murder  of  more  than  500  guards  at  Dachau  is 
confirmed,  I  said,  by  two  eyewitnesses  to  the  atrocity.  The 
first  is  U.S.  Army  officer  Howard  Buechner,  who  described 
the  killings  in  detail  in  his  book,  Dachau:  The  Hour  of  the 
Avenger.  The  second  is  by  Turkish  inmate  Nerin  Gun,  who 
describes  the  atrocity  in  his  memoir,  The  Day  of  the 
Americans.  U.S.  Army  records,  which  were  declassified  at  my 
request,  also  confirm  the  atrocity. 

Konrad  Morgen  Testimony 

Quite  a  lot  of  my  testimony  was  devoted  to  the  Nuremberg 
Tribunal  testimony  of  Konrad  Morgen,  an  SS  judicial  official 
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who  is  cited  in  the  Harwood  booklet,  (pp.  13,  22)  From  July 
1943  until  the  end  of  the  war,  Morgen  investigated  some  800 
cases  of  corruption  and  murder  within  the  SS,  which  resulted 
in  about  200  trials.  Five  concentration  camp  commanders 
were  arrested,  and  two  of  them  were  shot.  For  example, 
Buchenwald  commandant  Karl  Koch  was  executed  by  the  SS 
for  corruption  and  murder.  After  the  war  Morgen  established 
himself  as  a  successful  attorney  in  Frankfurt. 

I  quoted  from  Morgen’s  description  of  Buchenwald,  where 
he  lived  for  eight  months: 

The  prisoners  were  healthy,  normally  fed,  sun-tanned, 
working  .  .  .  The  installations  of  the  camp  were  in  good  order, 
especially  the  hospital.  The  camp  authorities,  under  the 
Commander  Diester,  aimed  at  providing  the  prisoners  with  an 
existence  worthy  of  human  beings.  They  had  regular  mail 
service.  They  had  a  large  camp  library,  even  books  in  foreign 
languages.  They  had  variety  shows,  motion  pictures,  sporting 
contests  and  even  had  a  brothel.  Nearly  all  the  other 
concentration  camps  were  similar  to  Buchenwald.  (Source: 
IMT  “blue  series,”  Vol.  20,  p.  490) 

Morgen  also  explained  the  reason  for  the  terrible  conditions 
in  the  camps  in  the  final  months  of  the  war,  which  resulted  in 
the  horrible  scenes  filmed  by  the  British  and  Americans  when 
they  overran  the  camps: 

To  a  great  extent  the  horrible  conditions  at  times  prevailing 
in  some  concentration  camps  did  not  arise  from  deliberate 
planning,  but  developed  from  circumstances  which  in  my 
opinion  must  be  called  force  majeure,  that  is  to  say,  evils  for 
which  the  local  camp  leaders  were  not  responsible. 

I  am  thinking  of  the  outbreak  of  epidemics.  At  irregular 
intervals  many  concentration  camps  were  visited  by  typhoid 
fever,  typhus,  and  other  sicknesses  caused  especially  by  the 
arrival  of  prisoners  from  the  concentration  camps  in  the 
eastern  areas.  Although  everything  humanly  possible  was  done 
to  prevent  these  epidemics  and  to  combat  them,  the  death  rates 
which  resulted  were  extremely  high. 

Another  evil  which  may  be  considered  as  force  majeure  was 
the  fluctuating  numbers  of  new  arrivals  and  the  insufficient 
billets.  Many  camps  were  overcrowded.  The  prisoners  arrived 
in  a  weakened  condition  because,  due  to  air  raids,  the 
transports  were  under  way  longer  than  expected.  Towards  the 
end  of  the  war,  there  was  a  general  collapse  of  the 
transportation  system.  Supplies  could  not  be  carried  out  to  the 
necessary  extent;  chemical  and  pharmaceutical  factories  had 
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been  systematically  bombed,  and  all  the  necessary  medicines 
were  lacking.  To  top  all,  the  evacuations  from  the  East  further 
burdened  the  camps  and  croweded  them  in  an  unbearable 
manner.  (IMT  “blue  series,”  Vol.  20,  pp.  498-99) 

Pearson  later  made  quite  a  lot  of  the  fact  the  Morgen  also 
testified  at  Nuremberg  that  he  believed  that  mass  killings  of 
Jews  were  carried  out.  However,  I  was  able  to  show  that 
Morgen  believed  that  these  mass  killings  were  carried  out  not 
at  Auschwitz  I  (the  main  camp)  or  Auschwitz-Birkenau, 
which  is  supposed  to  have  been  the  main  Auschwitz 
extermination  center,  but  instead  at  Auschwitz-Monowitz, 
which  no  serious  historian,  including  those  who  accept  the 
Holocaust  extermination  story,  now  contends  was  an 
extermination  center. 

Pearson  suggested  that  Morgen  may  have  mixed  up  the  two 
sites,  but  I  was  able  to  point  out  that  the  SS  official  not  only 
referred  to  “the  extermination  camp  Monowitz”  several  times, 
but  that  he  also  specifically  said  that  it  “lay  far  away  from  the 
concentration  camp.  It  was  situated  on  an  extensive  industrial 
site  and  was  not  recognizable  as  such  and  everywhere  on  the 
horizon  there  were  smoking  chimneys.”  As  even  Pearson  had 
to  concede,  this  clearly  refers  to  Monowitz  and  not  Birkenau. 
(Source:  IMT,  Vol.  20,  pp.  499,  503,  504.) 

I  also  pointed  out  that  Morgen  was  not  able  to  complete  his 
judicial  investigation  of  the  Monowitz  extermination  story 
and  bring  formal  charges  against  Commandant  Hoss  before 
the  Soviets  overran  the  camp  complex.  Finally,  I  quoted 
Morgen  as  confirming  that  an  internal  inquiry  established  that 
there  was  no  German  or  SS  extermination  policy.  In  this  case, 
I  emphasized,  the  prosecution  has  failed  to  carefully  read  or 
understand  its  own  evidence,  which  actually  refutes  the 
Holocaust  story.  (IMT,  vol.  20,  pp.  507,  510) 

It  is  not  surprising  that  Morgen  might  have  made  the 
mistake  of  believing  that  mass  killings  were  being  carried  out 
at  Auschwitz-Monowitz,  I  said,  Apparently  most  Auschwitz 
inmates  believed  the  same  thing,  and  it’s  likely  that  Morgen 
accepted  their  testimony.  In  this  regard,  I  quoted  from  an 
affidavit  by  Charles  Coward,  a  British  soldier  who  was 
interned  at  Monowitz  in  1943  and  1944.  He  testified  after  the 
war  that  “everybody”  there  believed  that  mass  gassings  were 
being  carried  out.  This  is  quite  understandable,  I  said,  when 
one  considers  the  following  portion  of  Coward’s  affidavit: 
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...  At  Auschwitz  we  got  radio  broadcasts  from  the  outside 
speaking  about  the  gassings  and  burnings  at  Auschwitz.  I 
recall  one  of  these  broadcasts  was  by  [British  foreign  secretary] 
Anthony  Eden  himself.  Also,  there  were  pamphlets  dropped  in 
Auschwitz  and  the  surrounding  territory,  one  of  which  I 
personally  read,  which  related  what  was  going  on  in  the  camp 
at  Auschwitz.  These  leaflets  were  scattered  all  over  the 
countryside  and  must  have  been  dropped  from  planes.  They 
were  in  Polish  and  German.  Under  those  circumstances, 
nobody  would  be  at  or  near  Auschwitz  without  knowing  what 
was  going  on.  (Nuremberg  Document  NI-11696,  printed  in 
NMT  “green  series,”  vol.  8,  p.  606) 

Torture 

Rudolf  Hoss,  the  Auschwitz  commandant  whose 
“confessions”  and  “affidavits”  have  been  such  an  important 
part  of  the  Holocaust  extermination  story,  was  tortured  to 
produce  “evidence”  for  the  prosecution,  I  said.  Details  are 
given  in  the  book  Legions  of  Death  by  Rupert  Butler.  (See  also: 
R.  Faurisson,  Journal  of  Historical  Review,  Vol.  7,  No.  4, 
Winter  1986-87,  pp.  389-403.)  The  Hoss  affidavit  of  April  5, 
1946  (document  3868-PS),  which  is  still  widely-cited  and 
quoted,  is  nevertheless  “quite  inconsistent  with  the  Holocaust 
story”  as  told  today,  I  said.  It  refers  to  a  fictional  extermination 
camp,  “Wolzek,”  which  is  not  mentioned  anywhere  else.  The 
affidavit  also  alleges  that  Jews  were  already  being 
exterminated  at  Treblinka  in  the  summer  of  1941,  which  no 
reputable  historian  now  believes. 

During  cross-examination  the  Crown  attorney  read  aloud  at 
length  from  the  apparently  incriminating  testimony  of  Oswald 
Pohl,  the  head  of  the  SS  agency  responsible  for  the 
concentration  camp  system  (WVHA),  at  his  Nuremberg  trial 
(Case  No.  4),  and  questioned  me  about  this.  When  I  first 
mentioned  that  Pohl  had  been  tortured  by  the  Allies,  Crown 
attorney  Pearson  asked  me  to  cite  my  source  for  this 
statement.  When  I  replied  that,  unfortunately,  I  could  not 
remember  the  source  off  hand,  Pearson  seemed  quite  pleased 
with  himself.  However,  over  the  weekend  I  was  able  to  obtain 
a  copy  of  the  statement  about  his  treatment  by  the  British  and 
American  military  that  Pohl  wrote  after  he  was  tried  at 
Nuremberg  but  before  he  was  finally  executed  by  the 
Americans. 

In  this  statement,  which  is  dated  June  1,  1948,  Pohl 
described  his  mistreatment  in  1946  by  British  soldiers,  who 
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kicked  and  repeatedly  beat  him.  He  lost  two  teeth  in  these 
beatings  before  he  was  turned  over  to  the  American  military. 
Because  Pohl  held  the  rank  of  general  in  the  German  armed 
forces,  his  treatment  by  the  British  and  Americans  was 
therefore  completely  illegal  according  to  the  international 
agreements  on  the  treatment  of  prisoners  of  war.  “As  a  result 
of  the  brutal  physical  mistreatment  in  Nenndorf  and  the 
treatment  in  Nuremberg,  I  was  emotionally  a  complete 
wreck,”  Pohl  wrote:  “I  was  54  years  old.  I  had  served  my 
country  for  33  years  without  dishonor,  and  I  did  not  feel  that  I 
had  committed  any  crime.” 

Pohl  was  intensively  interrogated  for  more  than  a  half  a  year 
in  sessions  that  lasted  for  hours.  There  were  about  60  to  80 
interrogation  sessions  altogether.  He  reported  that  although 
he  was  generally  not  physically  mistreated  in  Nuremberg  as 
he  had  been  at  Nenndorf,  he  was  nevertheless  subjected  to  the 
less  noticeable  but,  as  he  put  it,  “in  their  own  way  much  more 
brutal  emotional  tortures.”  During  his  interrogation  by  the 
Americans,  Pohl  was  accused  of  killing  30  million  people,  and 
of  condemning  10  million  people  to  death.  The  interrogators 
themselves  knew  very  well  that  such  accusations  were  lies  and 
tricks  meant  to  break  down  his  resistance,  Pohl  declared. 
“Because  I  am  not  emotionally  thick-skinned,  these  diabolical 
intimidations  were  not  without  effect,  and  the  interrogators 
achieved  what  they  wanted:  not  the  truth,  but  rather 
statements  that  served  their  needs,”  he  wrote. 

During  this  period  of  interrogation  he  had  no  access  to  an 
attorney  or  any  other  help,  and  he  was  never  formally  charged 
with  anything,  nor  even  told  precisely  why  he  was  being 
interrogated.  Pohl  also  pointed  out  that  the  American 
prosecution  at  his  trial  used  false  affidavits  which  he  had  been 
forced  to  sign:  “This  is  how  affidavits  were  produced  and 
presented  which  contain  provable  errors  of  fact  regarding 
essential  points.”  Pohl  cited  specific  examples  of  phony 
affidavits  that  had  been  produced  for  the  trial  by  others.  He 
pointed  out  that  German  defense  attorneys  were  not  allowed 
free  access  to  the  German  wartime  documents,  which  the 
prosecution  was  able  to  find  and  use  without  hindrance. 

The  total  number  of  those  who  died  of  all  causes  in  all  the 
German  concentration  and  labor  camps  between  1933  and 
1945  was  200,000  to  250,000,  Pohl  wrote.  They  were  not 
victims  of  any  extermination  program,  he  explained,  and  most 
perished  during  the  chaotic  final  months  of  the  war.  The 
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practice  of  using  torture  to  produce  incriminating  statements 
was  certainly  not  limited  to  German  prisoners,  I  said.  It  is  well 
established  that  such  torture  techniques  have  been  and  are 
being  systematically  used  by  many  governments  around  the 
world  today. 

Changing  Holocaust  Story 

On  several  occasions  I  pointed  out  that  the  Holocaust  story 
has  changed  significantly  over  the  years.  In  this  regard,  I 
mentioned  the  “human  soap”  story.  Rabbi  Stephen  Wise,  who 
was  president  of  both  the  World  Jewish  Congress  and  the 
American  Jewish  Congress  during  the  Second  World  War, 
charged  in  1942  that  the  Germans  were  manufacturing  soap 
from  the  corpses  of  murdered  Jews.  This  story  was  also 
repeated  at  the  main  Nuremberg  trial,  and  has  appeared  often 
in  the  popular  press  ever  since.  The  Jewish  Anti-Defamation 
League  of  B’nai  BTith  was  still  making  this  claim  in  a  booklet 
published  and  distributed  by  it  during  the  1980s,  Anatomy  of 
Nazism,  although,  as  I  put  it,  “no  reputable  historian  now 
accepts  it,”  not  even  those  who  generally  support  the 
Holocaust  story. 

At  Nuremberg  and  for  some  years  afterward,  I  said,  it  was 
seriously  claimed  that  Jews  were  gassed  at  Dachau, 
Buchenwald  and  other  concentration  camps  in  Germany 
proper.  American  historian  William  Shirer  wrote  in  his  most 
influential  work,  The  Rise  and  Fall  of  the  Third  Reich ,  that  “All 
the  thirty  odd  principal  Nazi  concentration  camps  were  death 
camps  and  millions  of  tortured,  starved  inmates  perished  in 
them.”  (Fawcett/Crest  paperback  ed.,  p.  1259.  This  quotation  is 
also  given  in  the  Harwood  booklet,  p.  21.)  The  Holocaust  story 
these  days,  of  course,  is  that  there  were  only  six 
“extermination”  camps,  all  of  them  in  what  is  now  Poland.  I 
noted  that  even  famed  “Nazi  hunter”  Simon  Wiesenthal 
acknowledged  in  1975  that  “there  were  no  extermination 
camps  on  German  soil.”  (Books  &  Bookmen,  London,  April 
1975,  p.  5)  But  historians  such  as  Hilberg  have  never  bothered 
to  acknowledge  the  profound  implications  of  these  changes. 
For  one  thing,  the  great  shift  in  the  Holocaust  extermination 
story  means  that  countless  affidavits,  “testimonies”  and  many 
other  pieces  of  “evidence”  are  implicitly  acknowledged  to  be 
invalid  and  untruthful. 

One  of  these,  which  I  cited,  is  a  document  submitted  by  the 
French  prosecution  at  the  Nuremberg  Tribunal: 
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Everything  had  been  provided  for  down  to  the  smallest 
detail.  In  1944,  at  Buchenwald,  they  had  even  lengthened  a 
railway  line  so  that  the  deportees  might  be  led  directly  to  the 
gas  chamber.  Certain  [of  the  gas  chambers]  had  a  floor  that 
tipped  and  immediately  directed  the  bodies  into  the  room  with 
the  crematory  oven.  (Document  274-F,  in  IMT  “blue  series,” 
Vol.  37,  p.  148.) 

In  his  closing  address  to  the  Nuremberg  Tribunal,  chief 
British  prosecutor  Sir  Hartley  Shawcross  described 
Buchenwald  as  a  camp  where  “murder  [was]  conducted  like 
some  mass  production  industry  in  the  gas  chambers  and  the 
ovens.”  No  serious  historian  today  believes  that  anyone  was 
ever  gassed  at  Buchenwald. 

Even  Raul  Hilberg  is,  in  a  sense,  a  Revisionist,  I  said,  and  I 
mentioned  a  significant  change  he  had  made  about  a  key 
aspect  of  the  Holocaust  story.  In  the  first  edition  of  his  major 
work,  The  Destruction  of  the  European  Jews  (1961),  he 
maintained  that  Hitler  issued  two  extermination  orders:  one 
in  “the  spring  of  1941”  to  kill  all  Jews  “on  the  spot”  in  the 
occupied  Soviet  territories,  and  a  second  a  short  time  later  to 
exterminate  all  European  Jews.  (p.  177)  This  passage  was 
drastically  rewritten  for  the  revised  “definitive”  edition 
published  in  1985  (p.  273).  Hilberg  now  made  no  mention  at 
all  of  any  order  by  Hitler  to  kill  Jews.  As  he  has  since 
explained,  Hilberg’s  view  these  days  is  that  there  was  an 
extermination  program,  but  that  it  developed  “spontaneously,” 
without  a  plan  or  budget.  Every  reputable  historian  of  this 
subject  now  acknowledges  that  there  is  no  documentary 
evidence  of  a  German  extermination  program  or  policy.  As  a 
result,  those  who  basically  accept  the  Holocaust  story 
increasingly  refer  to  alleged  verbal  orders,  and  the  growing 
school  of  “Holocaust  functionalists”  maintains  that  there  was 
only  a  “spontaneous  extermination,”  supposedly  conducted 
without  specific  orders. 

The  Revisionists 

Crown  attorney  Pearson  argued  that  Holocaust  Revisionists 
are  not  serious  scholars,  but  merely  neo-Nazis  motivated  by 
hatred  who  dispute  the  obvious  in  order  to  rehabilitate  Hitler 
and  attack  Jews.  I  emphatically  stressed  that  this  portrayal  is 
wrong. 

I  spoke  about  Paul  Rassinier,  the  French  professor  who  is 
often  considered  the  pioneer  of  Holocaust  Revisionism.  He 
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was  no  Nazi.  To  the  contrary,  he  was  a  Socialist  who  was 
arrested  by  the  Germans  during  the  war  for  illegally  helping 
Jews  to  flee  to  Switzerland.  Rassinier  was  then  sent  to  the 
Dora  and  Buchenwald  concentration  camps  in  Germany. 
When  he  returned  to  France  at  the  end  of  the  war,  he  was 
astonished  by  the  stories  that  were  being  circulated  about  the 
camps,  and  he  felt  honor-bound  to  refute  them. 

For  example,  a  French  priest  who  had  also  been  an  inmate 
at  Buchenwald,  Jean-Paul  Renard,  claimed  to  have  seen 
“thousands  and  thousands  of  persons”  going  into  gas 
chambers  at  Buchenwald.  When  Rassinier  met  with  the  priest 
and  pointed  out  to  him  that  no  one  was  ever  gassed  in  the 
camp,  Renard  replied:  “Right,  but  that’s  only  a  figure  of  speech 
.  .  .  and  since  those  things  existed  somehwere,  it’s  not 
important.”  (Source:  P.  Rassinier,  Debunking  the  Genocide 
Myth,  1978,  pp.  129-130.) 

Unfortunately,  Rassinier’s  writings  are  not  free  of  errors,  I 
said.  But  it’s  important  to  remember  that  he  was  in  poor  health 
after  the  war,  and  particularly  during  the  years  when  he  did 
most  of  his  writing  on  this  subject.  Futhermore,  I  said,  his 
errors  were  neither  malicious  nor  deceitful,  which  is  shown 
by  the  fact  that  they  are  not  critical  to  his  central  thesis.  The 
tradition  of  a  French  Revisionism  spanning  the  ideological 
spectrum  did  not  end  with  Rassinier.  In  recent  years,  the 
director  of  the  main  French  publisher  of  books  supporting  the 
Revisionist  view  of  the  extermination  story  is  a  Marxist  who 
vehemently  opposes  racism  and  Nazism. 

I  told  the  court  about  the  eminent  American  historian, 
Harry  Elmer  Barnes.  Earlier  in  the  trial,  Pearson  had  talked  of 
Barnes  with  respect  as  a  reputable  scholar,  apparently  not 
knowing  that  Barnes  had  included  the  Holocaust  in  his 
Revisionism.  Barnes  publicly  expressed  doubts  about  the 
extermination  story  in  an  article  that  appeared  shortly  before 
his  death  in  the  Summer  1967  issue  of  the  libertarian 
periodical  Rampart  Journal.  (The  essay  is  quoted  briefly  in  the 
Harwood  booklet).  Barnes’  rejection  of  the  Holocaust  story  is 
also  confirmed  in  several  private  letters  and  by  individuals 
who  knew  him  well.  Like  so  many  others,  he  was 
understandably  reluctant  to  publicly  express  his  doubts  about 
this  highly  emotional  issue. 

Contrary  to  what  Pearson  had  suggested  earlier,  Barnes 
suffered  tremendously  for  his  Revisionist  views,  I  said.  His 
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career  was  ruined  because  he  sharply  disagreed  with  the 
prevailing  notion  of  exclusive  German  responsibility  for  the 
outbreak  of  the  Second  World  War.  He  was  effectively 
blacklisted,  even  though  he  had  been  one  of  America’s  most 
widely  read  and  highly  regarded  historians.  During  the  final 
years  of  his  life  he  was  forced  to  finance  the  publication  of  his 
writings. 

James  J.  Martin,  personal  friend  of  Barnes  and  a  life-long 
fighter  for  freedom  of  expression,  is  a  member  of  the  IHR’s 
Editorial  Advisory  Committee.  Martin  brings  impeccable 
professional  credentials  (University  of  Michigan  Ph.D.  in 
history  and  25  years’  teaching  career)  to  the  Revisionist  cause. 
He  is  the  author  of  the  critically  acclaimed  Men  Against  the 
State  and  America!  Liberalism  and  World  Politics,  and  a 
contributor  to  recent  editions  of  the  Encyclopaedia  Britannica.. 

Another  important  Revisionist  was  the  late  Dr.  Austin  App, 
who  wrote  a  booklet  entitled  The  Six  Million  Swindle.  Dr.  App, 
was  a  fervent  Roman  Catholic  and  a  respected  professor.  He 
was  certainly  no  Nazi.  In  fact,  he  strongly  opposed  racial 
discrimination  of  any  kind.  Until  his  death  in  1984,  he  was  a 
staunch  supporter  of  the  Institute  for  Historical  Review. 

The  most  prominent  Holocaust  Revisionist  in  Australia  is 
John  Bennett,  who  is  also  president  of  the  Australian  Civil 
Liberties  Union.  He  is  a  well-known  defender  of  the  rights  of 
non-White  immigrants  in  Australia.  Bennett  is  a  member  of 
the  IHR’s  Editorial  Advisory  Committee.  Samuel  Konkin,  a 
leading  libertarian  theorist  who  steadfastly  opposes  any  and 
all  forces  of  state  collectivism,  including  Nazism,  is  another 
important  Revisionist  who  is  a  current  member  of  the  IHR 
Editorial  Advisory  Committee.  Major  articles  by  three  Jewish 
writers— Alfred  Lilienthal,  Bezalel  Chaim,  and  Howard 
Stein— have  appeared  in  the  IHR’s  quarterly  Journal  of 
Historical  Review  over  the  years. 

Even  in  West  Germany,  where  Holocaust  Revisionism  has 
been  subject  to  unrivaled  legal  constraint,  Dr.  Helmut  Diwald, 
a  senior  professor  of  history  at  the  University  of  Erlangen,  has 
supported  the  Revisionist  view  of  the  extermination  story.  He 
wrote  about  Germany’s  wartime  policy  towards  the  Jews  in  his 
sweeping  and  well-written  book,  Geschichte  der  Deutschen 
(“History  of  the  Germans”).  The  first  edition  was  published  in 
1978  by  the  prestigious  Propylaen  publishing  house. 

I  cited  the  two  pages  of  his  book  devoted  to  the  “final 
solution,”  in  which  Dr.  Diwald  pointed  out  that  there  were  no 
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extermination  camps  in  Germany  proper.  He  described  the 
postwar  Holocaust  campaign  as  one  of  distortion,  deception 
and  exaggeration  which  is  meant  to  morally  degrade  and 
totally  disqualify  the  German  people.  Jewish  deaths  in  the 
German  concentration  camps  were  not  the  result  of  an 
extermination  policy,  he  wrote,  but  rather  the  consequence  of 
chaotic  and  unavoidable  wartime  conditions.  Diwald 
concluded  his  section  on  this  issue  by  pointing  out  that  in 
spite  of  all  the  literature  that  has  been  written  on  this  subject, 
the  central  questions  about  the  fate  of  the  Jews  during  the  war 
are  still  not  clear.  (Some  years  earlier  I  was,  incidentally,  the 
first  person  to  translate  this  section  of  Diwald’s  book  into 
English.) 

Although  his  book  became  an  immediate  best-seller  in 
Germany,  which  is  unusual  for  a  heavy,  760-page  work  of 
history.  Dr.  Diwald  quickly  learned  what  happens  to  even  a 
prominent  and  reputable  scholar  who  questions  the  official 
version  of  history.  As  a  result  of  protests  from  Jews  and  others, 
sales  of  the  first  printing  of  100,000  copies  were  immediately 
stopped,  and  a  new  edition  with  a  hastily  rewritten  and 
“acceptable”  section  about  the  “final  solution”  was  quickly 
substituted. 

The  Crown  attorney’s  claim  that  Holocaust  Revisionists  are 
only  Jew-hating,  unscholarly  neo-Nazis  is  not  only  completely 
false,  but  many  other  scholars— including  some  whom  I  know 
personally— would  publicly  support  the  Revisionist  view  of 
the  Holocaust  story  if  it  were  not  for  the  climate  of 
intimidation  and  fear  surrounding  this  subject  (as  manifest  by 
the  Ziindel  trial). 

The  prosecution  tried  to  argue  that  what  Revisionist 
historians  have  written  should  be  rejected  out  of  hand  because 
they  are  anti-Jewish.  This  view  is  bigoted  and  prejudiced. 
What  any  historian  writes  should  be  judged  on  its  own  merits, 
and  not  on  the  basis  of  any  preconception.  Fair  consideration 
for  even  controversial  views  is  essential  to  fruitful  scholarship. 
Every  fair  and  competent  historian  has  a  responsibility  to 
evaluate  historical  writing  on  the  basis  of  a  careful 
consideration  of  historical  evidence,  and  not  on  the  basis  of 
the  historian’s  religion  or  race,  or  his  political  or  philosophical 
views.  It  is  just  as  closed-minded  and  bigoted  to  dismiss  the 
Revisionist  view  of  the  Holocaust  story  on  the  basis  of  the 
irrelevant  points  raised  by  the  Crown  attorney  as  it  would  be 
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to  reject  the  writing  and  conclusions  of  Holocaust  historians 
such  as  Raul  Hilberg,  Lucy  Dawidowicz  and  Christopher 
Browning  because  they  are  either  Jewish  or  affiliated  with 
blatantly  Zionist  organizations. 

“Holocaustomania” 

During  cross-examination  of  a  previous  witness,  the 
prosecution  attorney  had  suggested  that  the  Holocaust  media 
campaign  is  directed  only  against  evil  “Nazis”  and  not  against 
the  Germans.  That’s  simply  not  true,  I  said.  This  perpetual 
campaign,  which  Jewish  historian  Alfred  Lilienthal  has  called 
“Holocaustomania,”  defames  the  German  people  as  a  whole. 
To  support  this  view,  I  first  cited  the  widely-reported 
statement  some  years  ago  by  Israeli  prime  minister 
Menachem  Begin  that  because  of  the  twelve  Hitler  years,  the 
guilt  of  the  German  people  would  last  until  the  end  of  time.  (I 
was  surprised  at  the  audible  expression  of  unhappiness  by 
Jews  in  the  courtroom  when  I  made  this  point,  which  was 
certainly  neither  secret  nor  particularly  remarkable.) 

I  then  cited  the  statement  by  Elie  Wiesel,  former  Auschwitz 
inmate  and  one-time  chairman  of  the  U.S.  Holocaust 
Memorial  Council,  who  declared  (in  his  book,  Legends  of  Our 
Time),  that  because  of  Germany’s  wartime  policy  against  the 
Jews,  every  Jew  today  should  maintain  “somewhere  in  his 
being”  a  “zone  of  hate”  for  the  Germans.  And  finally,  I  pointed 
out  that  Israel  and  individual  Jews  around  the  world  are  still 
receiving  vast  reparations  payments  from  West  Germany, 
even  though  most  of  the  Germans  paying  this  money  were  not 
alive  during  the  Hitler  era. 

Motives 

The  Crown  attorney  had  repeatedly  asserted  that 
Revisionists  claim  that  the  Holocaust  story  was  invented  after 
the  war  by  the  Jews  to  extort  money  for  Israel  from  the 
German  people.  It  is  certainly  true,  I  said,  that  West  Germany 
has  paid  out  massive  reparations  to  Israel  and  individual  Jews 
around  the  world.  The  basis  for  these  payments  is  the  1953 
Luxembourg  Treaty  signed  by  Israel,  West  Germany  and  the 
“Claims  Conference,”  a  special  ad  hoc  international  Jewish 
organization.  The  very  nature  of  this  reparations  agreement, 
which  I  said  “has  no  parallel”  in  diplomatic  history, 
“presupposes  that  the  Jews  of  the  world  are  to  be  represented 
not  by  the  governments  of  which  they  happen  to  be  citizens, 
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but  rather  by  the  State  of  Israel,  of  which  most  Jews  are  not 
citizens,  and  by  a  special  international  body  called  the  Claims 
Conference.”  I  also  cited  the  words  of  Australian  Jewish 
professor  W.D.  Rubinstein,  who  wrote  in  1979:  “If  the 
Holocaust  can  be  shown  to  be  a  ‘Zionist  Myth,’  the  strongest  of 
all  weapons  in  Israel’s  propaganda  armory  collapses.” 

At  the  same  time,  I  emphasized  my  belief  that  even  more 
important  than  the  financial  benefits  for  Israel  has  been  the 
role  of  the  Holocaust  story  as  a  vehicle  for  promoting  Jewish 
group  solidarity.  A  key  lesson  of  the  Holocaust  story  for  many 
Jews,  I  said,  is  that  non-Jews  are  never  completely 
trustworthy.  If  a  people  as  cultured  and  as  civilized  as  the 
Germans  could  turn  into  murderers,  so  the  thinking  goes,  then 
surely  no  non-Jewish  nation  can  ever  be  completely  trusted.  I 
noted  that  the  well-known  Jewish  author  Jacobo  Timerman 
has  pointed  out  that  the  Holocaust  has  become  a  “civil 
religion”  for  many  Jews.  The  nations  of  the  world  can  only  live 
together  in  peace,  I  said,  when  the  passions  and  hatreds  of 
past  wars  are  put  behind  us.  Normally  such  passions  diminish 
after  terrible  conflicts  are  over,  but  in  this  one  case,  they  are 
artificially  kept  alive. 

Prosecution  Tactics 

Pearson  expended  quite  a  bit  of  effort  trying  to  discredit  me 
because  of  my  brief  affiliation,  more  than  eight  years  earlier, 
with  an  organization  called  the  National  Alliance.  He  had  me 
read  the  entire  text  of  an  article  I  had  written  for  the  May  1978 
issue  of  National  Vanguard,  the  National  Alliance  paper.  The 
essay,  which  I  hadn’t  seen  in  years,  was  a  personal  and  rather 
heart-felt  explanation  of  why  I  had  joined  the  pro-White 
organization.  Many  people  in  the  courtroom,  I  was  told  later, 
were  expecting  an  emotional  tirade.  In  that  sense,  what  they 
heard  was  disappointing.  I  had  written,  for  example,  of  my 
“devotion  to  truth,  no  matter  where  it  may  lead.”  All  the  same, 
the  essay  almost  certainly  detracted  from  the  overall 
effectiveness  of  my  testimony  in  the  eyes  of  the  jury  and  the 
judge. 

Pearson  also  had  me  confirm  that  I  was  the  author  of  two 
articles  that  appeared  in  the  weekly  Spotlight  paper.  One  was 
about  the  Allied  torture  of  Germans  to  produce  evidence  for 
the  Holocaust  story  (Dec.  24,  1979),  and  the  other  dealt  with 
Zionist  power  and  influence  in  the  state  of  Nebraska  (August 
9,  1982). 
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In  response  to  all  this,  I  pointed  out  that  I  had  not  had  any 
affiliation  whatsoever  with  the  National  Alliance  for  more 
than  eight  years.  I  told  the  court  that  since  that  affiliation  I  had 
contributed  several  articles  to  the  pro-Jewish  but  anti-Zionist 
monthly  newsletter,  Middle  East  Perspective,  which  was 
published  by  }ewish-American  author  and  historian  Alfred 
Lilienthal.  In  any  case,  I  emphasized,  what  I  write  about 
history  should  be  judged  on  its  own  merits,  and  not 
prejudicially  on  the  basis  of  an  affiliation  eight  years  ago. 

During  my  first  day  on  the  stand,  Crown  attorney  Pearson 
tried  to  suggest  that  I,  and  by  implication,  other  Revisionists, 
have  taken  the  position  we  do  on  this  issue  in  order  to  make 
money.  During  my  fifth  and  final  day  of  testimony,  I 
responded  to  this  accusation,  calling  it  “ludicrous  and 
contemptible.”  I  specifically  mentioned  three  prominent 
Holocaust  Revisionists  who  had  paid  a  heavy  price  for  their 
views.  Joseph  G.  Burg  (who  later  testified  on  Ziindel’s  behalf) 
was  beaten  up  by  thugs.  Dr.  Wilhelm  Staglich,  a  West  German 
judge,  had  his  pension  cut  and  his  doctoral  title  revoked.  And 
Prof.  Robert  Faurisson  has  been  beaten  several  times  [the 
latest  and  most  severe  instance  resulting  in  a  broken  jaw, 
nose,  and  ribs,  and  head  injuries  on  September  16,  1989. 
-Ed.],  repeatedly  dragged  into  court  by  powerful  and 
influential  organizations,  and  had  his  family  life  thrown  into 
turmoil. 

As  a  result  of  my  own  support  for  Revisionism,  I  said,  I  had 
received  numerous  death  threats.  Unlike  Browning,  who  had 
appeared  earlier  for  the  prosecution,  I  was  not  receiving  $150 
an  hour  to  testify.  I  had  not  received  any  compensation  for 
appearing  beyond  the  satisfaction  of  helping  in  a  struggle  that 
I  said  is  worthy  of  the  support  of  every  defender  of  free 
speech.  The  Crown  attorney  objected  to  this  reference, 
insisting  that  this  case  did  not  concern  the  issue  of  free 
speech.  (Even  the  New  York  Times  acknowledged  that  Ztindel 
was  on  trial  for  his  beliefs.  March  30,  1988,  p.  7.) 

Crown  attorney  Pearson  seemed  to  be  a  capable  lawyer,  but 
he  was  often  surprisingly  ignorant  of  the  historical  questions 
at  issue  in  this  trial.  For  example,  I  mentioned  at  one  point 
that  although  the  alleged  extermination  camps  of  Sobibor, 
Treblinka,  Belzec  and  Chelmno  were  supposedly  obliterated 
by  the  Germans  to  destroy  all  traces  of  their  crimes,  the  two 
allegedly  most  important  extermination  centers,  Lublin 
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(Majdanek)  and  Auschwitz-Birkenau,  were  left  intact  by  the 
Germans.  Pearson  then  asserted  that  Auschwitz-Birkenau  was 
destroyed  by  the  Germans.  “You  are  speaking  in  ignorance,”  I 
replied.  The  camp  was  left  almost  totally  intact,  I  said,  and  the 
barracks  and  other  buildings  are  still  there  today.  In  fact,  I 
added,  the  Germans  left  behind  thousands  of  inmates  who 
were  too  weak  to  be  evacuated,  and  they  were  there  when  the 
Soviets  took  control  of  the  camp  in  January  1945. 

Pearson  spent  a  good  bit  of  time  citing  a  recently-published 
book  by  Canadian-Jewish  professor  Michael  Marrus,  The 
Holocaust  in  History.  (Marrus  sometimes  sat  in  on  the  court 
proceedings.)  Apparently  confident  that  it  would  impress  the 
jury,  the  prosecution  attorney  asked  me  to  acknowledge 
Marrus’  not  unsurprising  reference  to  Holocaust  Revisionist 
historians  as  “malevolent  cranks.”  Pearson  also  referred  to 
Marrus’  citation  of  the  well-known  letter  by  Goring  of  July  31, 
1941,  about  the  “final  solution,”  as  if  this  is  a  sinister  reference 
to  extermination.  But  as  I  pointed  out,  Marrus  does  not  let  the 
reader  know  that  the  document  itself  specifically  refers  to 
solving  “the  Jewish  question  by  emigration  and  evacuation.” 
This  method  of  selectively  presenting  history,  which  is  all  too 
typical  of  Holocaust  historians,  is  essentially  deceitful,  I  said. 

With  regard  to  the  alleged  extermination  program,  Marrus 
writes  that  “the  Nazis’  own  records  provide  little  help. 
Typically,  Hitler  and  his  lieutenants  cloaked  their  most 
criminal  activities  in  euphemistic  language,  [and]  tried 
strenuously  to  keep  their  murderous  plans  secret .  .  .”  Marrus 
also  mentions  “the  absence  of  a  clear  record  of  Hitlerian 
decision  making  on  the  Final  Solution  .  .  .”  This  is  Marrus’ 
roundabout  way  of  saying  that  there  is  no  documentary 
evidence  for  the  alleged  extermination  policy.  He  simply 
ignores  the  numerous  German  documents  which  confirm  that 
there  was  no  such  policy  or  program.  Nor  does  he  bother  to 
explain  why  the  highest-level  German  officials  should  deceive 
each  other  about  an  extermination  policy  that  was  not  only 
supposedly  well-known  in  Germany,  but  which  Allied 
propaganda  was  tirelessly  announcing  to  the  entire  world. 
Like  other  Holocaust  historians,  Marrus  starts  with  the 
unproven  extermination  thesis,  and  then  tries  to  find  evidence 
to  support  it.  This  is  precisely  contrary  to  the  methodology  of 
an  honest  and  open-minded  historian. 
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Unhappy  Spectators 

What  I  said  on  the  stand  often  upset  the  group  of  Jews  who 
regularly  attended  the  proceedings.  It  wasn’t  long  after  I 
began  testifying  that  they  began  to  loudly  mutter  “liar!”  and 
make  other  noises  to  indicate  their  displeasure.  For  example, 
this  group  was  noticeably  agitated  when  I  spoke  about 
conditions  in  the  Warsaw  ghetto,  and  made  the  point  that 
while  some  were  starving,  there  were  other  Jews  in  the  ghetto 
at  the  same  time  who  were  very  well  off  and  spent  money  on 
expensive  meals  in  ghetto  restaurants.  When  I  saw  that  the 
Jews  in  the  courtroom  were  obviously  skeptical  of  this 
statement,  I  quickly  added  that  my  source  for  this  information 
is  the  well-known  Warsaw  ghetto  diary  of  Jewish  historian 
Emmanuel  Ringelblum,  which  is  often  cited  by  Holocaust 
historians.  Sabrina  Citron,  the  “survivor”  who  brought  the 
original  charge  against  Ziindel  that  started  this  whole  legal 
battle,  walked  out  of  the  courtroom  shortly  after  this  remark. 

During  a  20-minute  recess  on  my  first  day  of  testimony,  a 
group  of  mostly  elderly  Jews  gathered  together  in  the 
courtroom  to  verbally  assault  me  with  epithets  like  “liar”  and 
“neo-Nazi.”  One  said  to  the  others  “he  even  looks  like  Hitler,” 
and  another  cursed  me  with  the  words  “God  should  strike  you 
dead.”  Later  in  the  hallway,  an  elderly  Jewish  woman  rather 
incoherently  told  me  that  I  “should  be  washed  with  human 
soap.” 

Reflections 

A  major  lesson  I  learned  from  this  whole  experience  is  the 
importance  of  careful  preparation  and  close  attention  to  detail 
in  a  trial.  Although  I  had  prepared  myself  as  I  had  been  asked, 
the  duration  and  far-ranging  scope  of  the  interrogation  was  a 
surprise.  I  did  not  know,  for  example,  that  I  would  be 
questioned  about  virtually  every  sentence  of  the  Harwood 
booklet.  As  a  result,  I  had  to  rely  heavily  on  memory,  and  it 
wasn’t  until  my  second  or  third  day  on  the  stand  that  I  learned 
that  I  could  read  from  documents  and  other  prepared 
material. 

Probably  my  best  day  was  Thursday,  the  24th,  which  was 
due  in  large  part  to  careful  review  of  the  material  the  previous 
night  with  Christie,  his  able  associate  Keltie  Zubko,  attorney 
Barbara  Kulaszka,  and  Ziindel  himself.  By  far  my  most 
difficult  session  was  Friday  afternoon,  when  an  almost  total 
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lack  of  sleep  during  the  previous  four  nights  caught  up  with 
me.  My  fatigue  was  apparent,  I’m  afraid,  and  I  answered 
many  of  the  prosecution  attorney’s  questions  too  quickly. 

The  adversarial  nature  of  a  trial,  and  especially  one  as 
emotionally  charged  as  this  one,  makes  it  inherently  almost 
impossible  for  a  jury  of  very  average  men  and  women  to  arrive 
at  a  clear  understanding  of  historical  truth.  The  prosecuting 
attorney’s  task  was  not  to  determine  historical  truth,  but  rather 
to  convict  Ziindel  by  discrediting  him,  his  witnesses  and 
Revisionism  generally.  Pearson’s  job  was  to  uphold  the 
historical  doctrine  which  Judge  Thomas  had  proclaimed  at  the 
outset  of  the  trial  when  he  took  “judicial  notice”  of  the 
Holocaust  story. 

Ziindel’s  Achievement 

Ernst  Ziindel  announced  at  the  outset  that  his  main  goal  in 
this  trial  would  be  to  set  straight  the  historical  record  about 
this  critically  important  chapter  of  history.  He  said  that  this 
task  is  far  more  important  than  his  own  personal  fate. 

In  spite  of  the  disappointing  verdict,  Ziindel  and  his 
supporters  are  justifiably  proud  of  what  they  achieved  in  this 
costly  and  time-consuming  struggle.  To  wage  the  campaign 
that  was  forced  upon  him,  Ziindel  brought  together  an 
impressive  international  team  of  Revisionist  scholars,  legal 
specialists,  researchers,  and  many  others.  From  numerous 
libraries  and  archives  in  North  America  and  Europe,  this 
group  assembled  one  of  the  most  impressive  collections  of 
evidence  anywhere  in  the  world  on  this  chapter  of  history. 

The  dedicated  Ziindel  legal  team  and  the  many  defense 
witnesses  presented  exhaustive  and  compelling  evidence 
refuting  the  Holocaust  extermination  story  to  the  court  and 
thereby  made  it  part  of  the  permanent  public  record.  Much  to 
the  chagrin  of  Ziindel’s  enemies,  these  lengthy  court 
proceedings  have  immeasurably  strengthened  the  conviction 
of  the  defendent  and  his  supporters,  as  well  as  many  others, 
that  the  Holocaust  extermination  story  is  a  great  fraud.  All  this 
is  a  great  tribute  to  Ziindel’s  organizational  ability  and 
extraordinary  personality. 

Ziindel,  who  often  describes  himself  as  a  “Swabian  peasant,” 
is  outgoing,  good-humored,  confident,  and  blessed  with  a  rare 
combination  of  unflagging  optimism  and  sober  realism.  He 
maintains  this  infectious  spirit  even  under  very  trying 
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conditions.  He  is  an  unusually  sensitive  man  with  a  keen 
understanding  of  human  nature.  He  knows  how  to  persuade, 
cajole  and  encourage  his  supporters  to  give  their  best  for  the 
greater  good.  He  inspires  confidence,  loyalty  and  even 
affection.  He  does  not  ask  more  of  others  than  he  himself  is 
willing  to  sacrifice.  No  one  at  “Ziindelhaus”  works  more 
tirelessly. 

Anyone  who  visited  the  Ziindel  headquarters  during  the 
trial  could  not  help  but  be  struck  by  the  electric  spirit  of 
comradeship,  purposeful  activity  and  devotion  to  a  righteous 
cause  that  pervades  the  place.  At  the  end  of  each  day’s  court 
session,  a  debriefing  meeting  was  held  in  the  headquarters 
“bunker”  during  which  Ziindel  and  Christie  would  review  the 
day’s  events,  sustain  morale  and  explain  the  next  round  of 
tasks.  A  typical  meeting  brought  together  an  eclectic  group  of 
individualistic  men  and  women  from  half  a  dozen  different 
countries— often  speaking  in  as  many  thick  accents— who 
share  a  common  loyalty  to  a  man  and  a  cause. 

For  me,  it  was  a  tremendously  challenging  and  instructive 
experience,  as  well  as  an  honor  to  be  a  part  of  such  a 
historically  important  legal  battle. 


For  Holland  and  for  Europe: 

The  Life  and  Death  of 
Dr.  M.M.  Rost  van  Tonningen 

(From  a  paper  presented  to  the  Ninth 
International  Revisionist  Conference) 

FLORENCE  S.  ROST  VAN  TONNINGEN 

What  is  the  point  of  speaking  about  the  past?  Why  take 
another  look  at  the  worldview  of  my  late  husband,  who 
was  a  National  Socialist?  Is  there  any  point  in  speaking  about 
such  things  in  the  liberal  democratic  era  in  which  we  live 
today? 

My  answer  is  that  there  most  certainly  is,  for  it  is  only 
through  an  open-mindedness  towards  the  past  that  we  can 
understand  the  road  to  the  future.  An  understanding  of 
history  guides  us  on  that  road. 

My  husband,  Meinoud  Marinus  van  Tonningen,  was  born 
on  February  19, 1894  in  Surabaja,  Dutch  East  Indies,  to  a  well- 
respected  Dutch  family,  many  of  whose  members  had  held 
positions  of  great  national  importance.  My  husband  was 
brought  up  a  patriot,  and  at  the  age  of  15  he  decided  on  a 
military  career. 

His  father  had  also  chosen  that  path,  and  had  been 
decorated  more  than  once  for  his  loyal  military  service.  At  the 
zenith  of  his  career,  my  husband’s  father  was  appointed 
commander-in-chief  of  the  Royal  Dutch  Army  in  the  Eastern 
Colonies,  that  is,  for  the  area  now  known  as  Indonesia.  He  led 
the  three  famous  Bali,  Lombok,  and  Atjeh  expeditions,  for 
which  he  was  appointed  an  Adjutant-General  to  the  Queen. 
He  resigned  in  1909,  however,  as  a  result  of  the  parsimonious 
attitude  of  the  Dutch  parliament  toward  the  armed  forces. 

When  the  youthful  Rost  van  Tonningen  told  his  father  of  his 
military  ambitions,  the  latter  discouraged  him  with  the  words: 
“Don’t,  my  boy.  This  parliament  will  never  recognize  the 
needs  of  our  army  and  will  prevent  it  from  properly  carrying 
out  its  mission,  which  is,  above  all,  to  withstand  any  foreign 
aggression.  Believe  me,  my  son,  all  your  efforts  would  be  in 
vain.”  It  was  not  until  years  later  that  my  husband  came  to 
understand  the  wisdom  and  far-sightedness  of  his  father’s 
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advice,  which  proved  to  be  not  only  correct  for  my  husband, 
but  prophetic  for  his  country  and  for  Europe  as  a  whole. 

In  1912  my  husband  decided  to  become  an  engineer.  But  the 
outbreak  of  the  First  World  War  in  1914  intervened,  and  he 
served  instead  in  the  army  as  an  officer  in  the  Royal  Artillery. 
He  learned  a  great  deal  by  closely  following  the  intense 
political  controversy  within  the  Dutch  army  during  this 
period.  He  came  to  believe  that  only  a  thorough  reform  of  the 
entire  economic  and  political  system  could  prevent  the 
downfall  of  Europe.  And  out  of  that  realization  grew  his 
interest  in  politics.  Despite  his  father’s  protests,  he  did  not 
resume  his  engineering  studies  after  the  end  of  the  war  in 
1918,  but  instead  registered  as  a  law  student  at  the  University 
of  Leiden. 

The  revolution  which  shook  Germany  and  the  immense 
economic  crisis  which  loomed  over  Europe  in  the  aftermath  of 
the  World  War  further  strengthened  Rost  van  Tonningen’s 
determination  to  devote  himself  to  an  idealistic  career  in 
politics.  In  1921  he  was  awarded  his  doctorate  by  the 
University  of  Leiden.  His  dissertation,  on  international  law, 
dealt  with  possibilities  of  alleviating  the  economic  and 
political  distress  in  Central  Europe,  much  of  it  in  consequence 
of  the  imposed  peace  treaties  of  Versailles  and  St.  Germain.  At 
that  time  still  a  liberal  by  education  and  training,  Rost  van 
Tonningen  believed  that  Central  Europe  could  be  rescued 
through  the  intervention  of  the  League  of  Nations. 

Eager  to  work  for  the  League,  Dr.  Rost  van  Tonningen 
worked  hard  to  improve  his  fluency  in  French,  English,  and 
German,  so  that  he  could  deal  with  political  and  economic 
issues  on  a  truly  European  basis.  His  understanding  of 
international  law  and  his  close  study  of  the  operations  and 
problems  of  the  League  of  Nations  made  him  a  welcome 
volunteer  at  the  League’s  headquarters  in  Geneva  in  1922. 

In  the  following  year  Rost  van  Tonningen  was  appointed 
assistant  to  the  Commissioner  General  of  the  League  of 
Nations  in  Vienna,  Dr.  Zimmerman,  the  former  mayor  of 
Rotterdam,  who  was  attempting  to  revive  the  economy  of  the 
shriveled  Austrian  state  on  the  basis  of  the  Balfour  Plan  of 
1922.  Dr.  Zimmerman,  the  first  man  of  pronounced  anti- 
Semitic  opinions  whom  Rost  van  Tonningen  had  met, 
attributed  a  portion  of  postwar  Austria’s  economic  woes  to  the 
activities  of  Jewish  speculators,  many  of  whom  had  flocked  to 
Vienna  after  1918.  Although  Rost  van  Tonningen  was  not 
completely  won  over  to  the  Commissioner  General’s 
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standpoint,  he  became  aware  for  the  first  time  of  the  Jewish 
question  in  Central  Europe. 

In  1928  Rost  van  Tonningen  left  Vienna  and  the  League  to 
work  as  a  banker  at  Hope  &  Co.  in  Amsterdam  and  New  York, 
but  the  world  economic  crisis  of  1931,  which  followed  the 
New  York  Stock  Exchange  crash  of  1929,  led  him  to  return  to 
his  work  for  the  League  of  Nations  in  Vienna.  The  collapse  of 
the  Credit-Anstalt,  Vienna’s  biggest  bank,  in  the  spring  of  1931 
had  been  followed  by  financial  disaster  in  Austria  and 
Germany,  and  Great  Britain’s  departure  from  the  gold 
standard  in  September. 

Dr.  Rost  van  Tonningen  became  the  representative  of  the 
Council  of  the  League  of  Nations  in  Vienna,  with  a  mandate  to 
promote  Austria’s  economic  reconstruction.  During  the  next 
five  years  he  tried  to  work  closely  with  the  Austrian 
government  in  expanding  Austrian  productivity  and  trade 
with  neighboring  nations. 

During  that  period  Austria  was  beset  by  political  as  well  as 
economic  miseries.  The  Christian  Socialists,  strongly  clerical 
and  authoritarian,  banned  both  the  Marxist  Social  Democrats 
and  the  National  Socialists,  setting  up  a  one-party  state  under 
the  dictatorial  rule  of  Engelbert  Dollfuss  (until  his 
assassination  in  an  unsuccessful  National  Socialist  putsch  in 
1934)  and  Kurt  Schuschnigg. 

Rost  van  Tonningen,  who  at  first  worked  closely  with 
Dollfuss  and  opposed  the  National  Socialists,  grew  horrified  at 
Dollfuss’  repression  of  his  political  enemies.  At  the  same  time, 
Dollfuss  grew  to  oppose  a  union  of  Austria  with  Germany, 
which  seemed  to  Rost  van  Tonningen  to  offer  the  only 
solution  to  Austria’s  economic  problems. 

Dr.  Rost  van  Tonningen  had  meanwhile  concluded  that 
economic  liberalism  and  free  trade  were  no  longer  suited  to 
Austria  or  to  a  politically  balkanized  Europe  of  small, 
independent  states.  He  had  come  to  believe  that  only  the 
formation  of  a  controlled  economy,  based  on  the  just  needs  of 
a  racial  community  occupying  a  large  area  (Grossraum),  could 
enable  the  Europeans  to  compete,  in  the  long  run,  with  such 
vast  entities  as  the  Soviet  Union,  the  British  Empire,  and  the 
United  States.  His  idea  was  one  of  the  first  expressions  of  the 
need  for  a  European  economic  community. 

In  1935  and  1936  most  European  countries  devalued  their 
gold  currencies  and  went  off  the  gold  standard,  threatening 
monetary  chaos.  My  husband,  now  a  convinced  National 
Socialist,  saw  that  the  usefulness  of  the  League  to  Austria  and 
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the  rest  of  Europe  was  at  an  end.  Accordingly,  Rost  van 
Tonningen  resigned  his  position  in  Vienna,  resolved  to  return 
to  the  Netherlands  to  devote  himself  to  his  country’s  National 
Socialist  movement. 

Before  his  return,  my  husband  arranged  through  Germany’s 
ambassador  to  Austria,  Franz  von  Papen,  to  meet  Hitler  at  his 
mountain  chalet  in  Berchtesgaden.  They  discussed  the 
Fiihrer’s  policy  toward  England  and  the  Germanic  nations  of 
the  Continent;  Rost  van  Tonningen  learned  that  Hitler  favored 
a  united  European  economy,  and  that  he  believed  that  world 
prosperity  would  only  be  returned  with  the  restoration  of  the 
purchasing  power  of  Europe,  a  block  of  over  300  million 
people  with  a  high  standard  of  living. 

In  the  Netherlands,  Anton  Mussert,  leader  of  the  Dutch 
National  Socialist  movement  (Nationaal-Socialistisch 
Beweging),  appointed  Rost  van  Tonningen  editor  of  the 
movement  newspaper,  Het  Nationale  Dagblad  (The  National 
Daily).  The  following  year  my  husband  was  elected  to  the 
Dutch  parliament,  where  he  was  able  to  observe  first-hand 
how  the  party  politicians  obstructed  their  own  experts,  and 
those  of  the  other  parties,  in  solving  the  nation’s  problems. 

Within  the  Dutch  National  Socialist  Movement,  the  N.S.B., 
there  was  at  first  no  general  agreement  about  the  importance 
of  large-scale  economic  thinking,  or  of  racial  unity.  For 
example,  Jews  had  been  members  of  the  N.S.B.  since  its 
founding  in  1931.  Before  long,  however,  Dutch  Jews 
organized  a  concerted  campaign  against  the  N.S.B.,  and  it 
became  impossible  to  ignore  the  Jewish  question  any  longer. 
Mussert  and  my  husband  met  to  discuss  this  issue,  and  they 
agreed  that  it  had  to  be  solved  in  an  orderly  and  peaceful  way. 
They  were  convinced  that  the  only  solution  would  have  to  be 
an  independent  Jewish  state. 

Palestine  was  considered,  but  ultimately  rejected  as  too 
small.  Surinam,  a  Dutch  colony  in  South  America,  was 
decided  upon  instead.  Our  party  presented  this  plan  to  the 
Dutch  parliament,  where  it  was  rejected  by  our  political 
adversaries. 

Meanwhile,  Dr.  Rost  van  Tonningen  had  been  sent  by 
Mussert  to  Germany  to  promote  discussion  of  this  “Mussert 
Plan”  in  the  German  press.  Through  Heinrich  Himmler’s 
intervention,  my  husband  was  able  to  meet  and  discuss  the 
resettlement  plan  with  Foreign  Minister  Joachim  von 
Ribbentrop.  After  some  hesitation,  the  foreign  minister  agreed 
to  its  publication.  The  permission  of  Dr.  Goebbels’  propaganda 
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ministry  for  press  treatment  of  the  issue  was  also  obtained,  but 
in  the  end  there  was  little  mention  made  of  the  Mussert  Plan. 

In  1937  my  husband  spoke  privately  for  the  first  time  with 
Heinrich  Himmler,  the  “Reichsfiihrer  SS,”  and  soon  became  a 
member  of  his  inner  circle.  Himmler  held  my  husband  in  high 
esteem,  and  introduced  him  to  leading  German  National 
Socialist  figures  in  the  fields  of  economics,  sociology,  and 
science. 

Next  to  Hitler,  Himmler  was  the  most  significant 
personality  in  the  Reich’s  leadership.  His  basic  views  can  be 
summarized  as  follows: 

Unification  of  all  Germans  in  a  greater  German  Reich; 

cultivation  of  close  ties  between  all  Germanic  people; 

unshakable  faith  in  the  greatness  and  abilities  of  the  Nordic 

race; 

conviction  that  racial  mixing,  if  carried  too  far,  is  disastrous. 

From  early  1940  rumors  spread  that  Hitler  planned  to  attack 
our  country.  My  husband  believed  that  a  German  invasion 
would  make  the  task  of  the  Dutch  National  Socialists 
impossible.  Accordingly,  he  traveled  to  Berlin  that  spring  to 
discuss  his  and  Mussert’s  feelings  with  Himmler.  Rost  van 
Tonningen  was  unsuccessful  in  seeing  the  Reichsfiihrer,  but 
was  able  to  speak  with  his  chief  of  staff,  Obergruppenfiihrer 
Wolff.  Despite  their  understanding  for  the  dilemma  of  the 
Dutch  National  Socialists,  it  was  clear  that  the  Germans 
mistrusted  Great  Britain  and  France,  and  believed  (not 
without  cause)  that  the  government  of  the  Netherlands  was 
secretly  pro-AHied. 

A  week  before  Germany  attacked,  Rost  van  Tonningen  was 
arrested  by  the  Dutch  government,  and  accused  of  high 
treason  over  the  national  radio.  Dutch  authorities  shifted  him 
from  place  to  place,  fleeing  before  the  German  blitzkrieg.  My 
husband  was  taken  as  far  south  as  Calais,  from  where  the 
Dutch  government  planned  to  carry  him  across  the  Channel  to 
England,  but  was  freed  when  the  Germans  captured  the  city. 

Rost  van  Tonningen  returned  to  the  Netherlands  at  the  start 
of  June  1940.  Since  not  only  Queen  Wilhelmina  but  the  Dutch 
government  as  well  had  fled  to  England,  General  Winkelman, 
commander-in-chief  of  the  Dutch  land  and  sea  forces, 
surrendered  not  only  the  army  and  navy  but  also  the  Dutch 
civil  administration  to  the  Germans.  Hitler  appointed  the 
Austrian  Arthur  von  Seyss-Inquart  as  Reichskommissar;  the 
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delicate  situation  which  Rost  van  Tonningen  feared  had  come 
to  pass. 

For  a  year  Rost  van  Tonningen  devoted  himself  to  working 
politically  with  the  German  authorities.  He  was  entrusted  with 
closing  down  the  Marxist  parties,  including  the  Communists 
and  the  Social  Democrats,  and  building  up  a  new 
organization,  The  Workers’  Front  (Arbeitsfront)  for  labor.  Rost 
van  Tonningen  assumed  control  of  the  Het  Volk  (The  People), 
the  Social-Democratic  daily;  as  long  as  the  paper  refrained 
from  criticizing  the  occupation,  Rost  van  Tonningen  did  not 
intervene  in  its  workings. 

Several  parties  were  tolerated  under  the  German 
occupation,  including  Mussert’s  National  Socialists;  “De 
Nederlandsche  Unie”  (Dutch  Union),  made  up  of  members  of 
several  prewar  parties;  and  the  NSNAP  (National  Socialist 
Dutch  Workers  Party),  which  advocated  the  total 
incorporation  of  the  Netherlands  into  the  German  Reich. 
When  it  became  clear  to  my  husband,  a  Dutch  patriot,  that  the 
initial  German  policy  of  free  development  of  political  parties 
(not  hostile  to  the  occupation)  had  been  abandoned,  he  ceased 
his  political  work.  With  war  against  the  Soviet  Union  looming, 
Rost  van  Tonningen  volunteered  for  service  in  the  Waffen  SS. 

To  Rost  van  Tonnigen’s  surprise  Seyss-Inquart  opposed  his 
plans;  the  Reichskommissar  prevailed  on  Himmler  to  reject 
Rost  van  Tonningen’s  application.  Together  with  Anton 
Mussert,  Himmler  and  Seyss-Inquart  convinced  my  husband 
to  accept  the  post  of  President  of  the  Netherlands  and 
Secretary-General  of  Finance. 

Rost  van  Tonningen’s  mission  was  a  difficult  one.  Customs 
duties  had  been  abolished  between  Germany  and  the 
Netherlands  in  January  1941;  the  resignation  of  Rost  van 
Tonnigen’s  predecessor,  Dr,  Trip,  had  been  prompted  by  the 
abolition  of  the  foreign  exchange  barrier  between  the  two 
countries  on  April  1, 1941.  Although  my  husband  was  assured 
that  these  two  steps  had  been  taken  with  the  ultimate  aim  of 
setting  up  a  continental  free  trading  community,  this  never 
came  to  pass. 

Rost  van  Tonningen  represented  Dutch  interests  within  the 
German-dominated  wartime  continental  economy  to  the  best 
of  his  ability.  Although  Hitler  and  Himmler  were  broadly 
sympathetic  to  the  Dutch  desire  for  autonomy,  my  husband’s 
efforts  met  with  much  resistance  in  administrative  and 
business  circles. 
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After  the  Dutch  capitulation  the  Netherlands  Bank  had 
become  virtually  a  branch  office  of  the  Reichsbank.  Various 
occupying  authorities  made  big  demands  on  the  Dutch 
treasury:  Goring  wanted  500  million  RM  per  month,  and  so 
forth.  In  early  1942  Dr.  Fischbock,  Seyss-Inquart’s  economic 
adviser,  reached  an  agreement  with  Count  Schwerin  von 
Krosigk,  Reichminister  of  Finance,  obligating  the  Netherlands 
to  contribute  50  million  RM  per  month,  retroactive  to  July  1, 

1941,  to  the  fight  against  Bolshevism. 

Despite  these  challenges,  my  husband  was  able  to  institute  a 
thorough  reform  of  the  Dutch  banking  system.  He  defended 
the  interests  of  Dutch  business  and  workingmen  alike.  He 
devoted  considerable  energy  to  building  up  the  Netherlands 
East  Company,  which  joined  in  German  reconstruction  and 
development  in  the  occupied  Eastern  territories  in  summer 

1942. 

Capture  and  Murder 

M.M.  Rost  van  Tonningen  and  I  were  married  on  December 
21,  1940.  Reichsfiihrer-SS  Heinrich  Himmler  was  best  man. 
Our  matrimonial  vow  echoed  the  SS  oath:  “Our  honor  is 
loyalty.” 

Before  the  end  came  for  the  German  Reich,  my  husband  and 
I  were  given  the  chance  to  escape  to  Brazil.  He  refused, 
determined  to  see  things  through  to  the  end  and  ready  to  take 
responsibility  for  his  acts.  Finally  granted  his  wish,  he  took  up 
arms  as  a  member  of  the  Dutch  Waffen  SS. 

Although  my  husband  had  let  me  decide  for  myself  whether 
I  should  flee  with  our  two  children  to  South  America, 
naturally  I  declined.  With  the  birth  of  my  third  child 
imminent,  I  made  a  perilous  escape  from  advancing  Polish 
troops  across  lands  which  the  Germans  had  largely  flooded  to 
hinder  the  Allies’  progress.  A  German  ship  then  brought  me  to 
the  island  of  Terschelling,  in  West  Frisia,  far  from  the  front. 

There,  in  a  small  room,  unaided  and  alone,  I  brought  my 
third  child  into  the  world,  hale  and  hardy.  My  husband  was 
never  to  learn  of  the  birth  of  this  son. 

Soon  the  people  of  the  village  knew,  however.  My  child’s 
arrival  was  entered  into  the  local  register  of  births  and, 
following  the  local  custom,  the  town  crier,  after  blowing  on 
his  great  horn,  proclaimed  that  the  new-born  child  was  the 
son  of  Rost  van  Tonningen.  At  virtually  the  same  time  the 
islanders  learned  of  the  official  announcement  of  their 
country’s  liberation  by  the  Allies,  and  the  streets  blossomed 
with  little  Dutch  flags. 
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My  husband  was  well  known;  his  name  adorned  every 
Dutch  bank  note.  The  frenzied  crowds,  discovering  that  the 
wife  of  a  notorious  “collaborator”  was  in  their  midst,  dragged 
my  children  and  me  from  our  room  and  would  surely  have 
lynched  us  in  their  wild  hysteria  had  not  the  ship’s  doctor  of 
the  German  vessel  which  brought  me  to  the  island  happened 
by  in  his  car  just  then.  Driving  into  the  crowd,  he  pulled  us 
into  the  car  and  drove  off  at  high  speed. 

Since  the  Kriegsmarine  had  capitulated,  there  was  no 
chance  of  escaping  on  the  ship  which  had  brought  me  to 
Terschelling;  like  the  rest  of  the  German  warships  in  the 
harbor,  it  was  under  embargo.  Even  my  brave  rescuer 
believed  there  was  no  hope  for  me;  he  offered  me  a  poison 
capsule. 

There  was,  however,  one  German  vessel  at  anchor  there 
which  hadn’t  been  seized,  for  it  wasn’t  a  warship.  I  begged  the 
captain  to  help  my  children  and  me  escape.  Without  wasting 
any  words  he  weighed  anchor  and  we  sailed  off  into  the  North 
Sea,  negotiating  dangerous  minefields,  until  we  reached 
Cuxhafen,  at  the  mouth  of  the  Elbe.  I  was  eager  to  reach 
Germany  because  I  believed,  following  the  death  of  Adolf 
Hitler  on  April  30,  that  the  Allies  might  cease  hostilities 
against  the  Reich  and  march,  together  with  the  remaining 
Waffen  SS  formations,  against  the  Red  Army.  Himmler  had 
transmitted  just  such  a  proposal,  through  Count  Bernadotte,  to 
the  British  and  Americans,  and  my  husband,  close  to  the 
Reichsfiihrer’s  circle,  had  gotten  wind  of  it.  Like  my  children, 
I  was  half-dead  with  hunger  and  fatigue,  but  I  still  hoped  that  I 
would  meet  my  husband  somewhere  in  Germany.  That  was 
not  to  be,  however.  As  I  was  to  learn  later,  M.M.  Rost  van 
Tonningen  died  brutally  at  the  hands  of  his  captors. 

Shortly  after  arriving  at  Cuxhaven,  where  my  children  and  I 
were  admitted  to  the  hospital,  I  learned  that  I  was  about  to  be 
arrested  and  extradited  by  the  British.  With  the  help  of  a  nurse 
I  escaped  and,  fleeing  by  foot  with  my  children  along  country 
roads,  made  my  way  to  Goslar  in  the  Harz,  where  I  was 
reunited  with  my  family.  After  a  few  days,  however,  I  was 
arrested  by  the  British  and  returned  to  the  Netherlands.  It  was 
only  after  returning  that  I  learned  something  of  my  husband’s 
fate. 

At  first  I  was  kept  prisoner  in  the  subterranean  dungeons  of 
Ft  Honswijk,  where  I  endured  terrible  treatment  from  the 
embittered  and  vengeful  so-called  Dutch  “democrats.”  After 
my  release,  I  was  able  to  locate  and  regain  custody  of  my  three 
sons,  but  all  our  property  had  been  confiscated. 


For  Holland  and  for  Europe 


435 


My  Fight  for  the  Truth 

I  was  then  forced  to  make  a  living  for  my  family  and  myself, 
not  an  easy  thing  for  the  widow  of  a  prominent  National- 
Socialist  sympathizer  in  postwar  Holland.  Before  the  war  I 
had  studied  biology  under  the  great  ethologist  Konrad  Lorenz, 
and  my  studies  had  brought  me  to  China  and  the  Dutch  East 
Indies.  Like  other  “collaborators,”  however,  I  was  excluded 
from  work  in  my  own  field. 

At  first  I  tried  to  support  my  sons  by  painting  lampshades. 
No  sooner  had  my  persecutors  learned  of  this  than  the  rumor 
was  spread  that  the  lampshades  were  made  of  human  skin  (the 
same  lie  that  was  spread  about  Ilse  Koch).  I  had  to  give  up  that 
enterprise.  Thereafter  I  started  an  electrical  equipment 
business.  Trained  as  a  biologist,  I  made  myself  into  a 
businesswoman  and  technical  expert.  Beginning  with  100 
florins,  over  the  course  of  34  years  I  built  up  my  business  to  a 
factory  employing  25  men. 

Since  my  release  from  prison  I  have  worked  tirelessly  to 
establish  the  truth  about  my  husband’s  death,  of  which  I 
learned  in  my  captivity.  Due  to  the  refusal  of  the  allegedly 
“humane”  and  “democratic”  regime  which  the  Allies  restored 
in  the  Netherlands.  I  have  so  far  been  able  to  learn  very  little. 

In  April  1945  M.M.  Rost  van  Tonningen  was  captured  by 
Canadian  troops  during  the  Allied  invasion  of  the 
Netherlands.  At  first  he  was  held,  together  with  other  Dutch 
SS  officers,  at  a  concentration  camp  in  Elst.  Following  a  visit 
by  Prince  Bernhard,  consort  of  Queen  Wilhelmina,  my 
husband  was  transferred  to  Utrecht  and  then,  on  May  24,  to  a 
jail  in  Scheveningen,  near  The  Hague.  Thirteen  days  later  he 
was  murdered  by  his  captors  in  Scheveningen. 

I  never  received  official  notice  of  my  husband’s  death, 
which  authorities  later  claimed  was  a  suicide.  They  have 
never  produced  any  evidence  to  support  this  claim:  the 
records  pertaining  to  my  husband  have  been  sealed  until  the 
year  2069. 

I  was  presented,  however,  with  a  bill  from  the  municipal 
sanitation  service  of  The  Hague,  for  on  June  6,  1945,  the  day 
of  my  husband’s  death,  his  remains  were  transferred,  first 
from  the  prison  to  a  hospital  and  then  to  a  cemetery,  in  a 
garbage  truck.  It  was  given  to  me  by  a  policeman  named 
Gross,  who  carried  a  dossier  with  gruesome  details  of  my 
husband’s  mistreatment. 

When  I  visited  the  hospital  to  which  my  husband  had  been 
taken,  the  physician-in-charge  was  badly  rattled  when  he 
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learned  who  I  was.  When  I  asked  him  about  my  husband’s 
death,  he  stammered,  “No,  no,  Mrs.  Rost  van  Tonningen,  I 
can't  talk  about  it.”  Then  he  took  of  his  white  coat  and  led  me 
out  of  the  hospital,  where  he  hailed  a  taxi  and  directed  me  to 
the  Witte-Brug  Cemetery. 

When  I  arrived  there,  it  was  the  same  story.  The  director 
was  frightened,  for  he  had  been  told  to  say  nothing  regarding 
my  husband.  He  simply  pointed  to  a  row  of  portfolios,  labeled 
“Secret,”  on  a  shelf,  and  told  me  that  one  of  them  told  the  story 
of  my  husband’s  death,  of  which  he  could  say  nothing  more. 
Then  he  showed  me  the  grave,  a  mass-grave  set  aside  for 
paupers,  into  which  my  husband’s  body,  without  coffin,  had 
been  tossed. 

Although  I  tried  for  years  to  obtain  permission  to  reinter  my 
husband  in  our  family  plot,  I  was  unsuccessful.  My  request 
was  taken  under  consideration  by  the  Council  of  State,  which 
procrastinated  for  some  time  before  informing  me  that  the 
grave  had  been  cleared. 

In  1950,  which  had  been  proclaimed  a  Holy  Year  by  Pope 
Pius  XII,  I  visited  the  Pope  in  Rome.  He  was  aware  of  the 
mistreatment  and  murder  of  my  husband,  and  he  promised  to 
help  me.  On  my  return  to  Holland,  I  visited  the  papal  nuncio 
in  order  to  obtain  a  document  concerning  my  husband’s 
death.  I  was  unsuccessful,  however,  since  the  Minister  of 
Justice,  a  Catholic  who  was  cooperating  with  the  nuncio,  was 
suddenly  transferred  to  the  West  Indies,  where  he  had  been 
appointed  governor.  His  successor,  who  was  Jewish,  was  not 
friendly  to  my  case.  My  attempts  to  present  my  case  to  the 
International  Court  of  Justice  at  The  Hague  were  similarly 
frustrated. 

When  I  reached  seventy  years  of  age,  I  fell  ill,  and  required 
two  operations.  My  sons  were  not  interested  in  taking  over  the 
running  of  my  factory,  and  during  my  convalescence  some  of 
my  enemies,  allegedly  former  members  of  the  resistance,  were 
able  through  various  tricks,  to  gain  control  of  my  business. 

During  the  past  five  years  I  have  received  over  one  hundred 
bomb  threats,  and  my  windows  have  been  smashed  many 
times.  My  brake  cables  have  been  cut.  For  my  opponents, 
everything  is  allowed. 

The  press  has  stepped  up  its  campaign  against  me  as  well. 
Since  my  husband  had  been  a  member  of  the  Dutch 
parliament,  I  am  entitled  by  law  to  a  small  pension.  In  1984  a 
Dutch  magazine  discovered  this,  and  the  professional  “anti- 
Nazis”  succeeded  in  pressuring  parliament  to  hold  a  hearing 
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on  whether  my  pension  should  be  cancelled.  So  far  they  have 
been  unsuccessful. 

Nevertheless,  I  have  become  something  of  a  judicial 
“muscle-meter,”  called  “the  Black  Widow,”  on  whom  litigants 
and  lawyers  can  try  their  strength.  After  my  periodical 
Manuscripten  published  a  picture  of  an  unknown  woman  in 
the  costume  of  a  fisherman’s  wife,  I  was  astounded  to  receive 
a  letter  from  a  lawyer  demanding  50,000  florins  for  his  client, 
an  actress.  Since  we  had  (quite  unawares)  used  her  picture 
without  obtaining  permission,  I  was  eventually  forced  to  pay 
her  2,500  florins,  as  well  as  assume  the  costs  of  the  lawsuit, 
an  additional  10,000  florins. 

My  home  has  been  twice  searched  by  police  looking  for 
allegedly  anti-Jewish  literature.  On  their  first  search  the  police 
found  a  brochure  which  questioned  the  factuality  of  the 
Holocaust.  The  court  found  that  to  challenge  the  Holocaust 
was  anti-Jewish,  and  I  received  a  three-month  suspended 
sentence.  The  second  search  resulted  in  the  police 
confiscating  Hitler’s  Mein  Kampf  and  the  Great  Holocaust 
Trial.  My  trial  for  possession  of  these  books  will  begin  on 
March  9,  1989  [Mrs.  Rost  van  Tonningen  was  subsequently 
convicted  of  possessing  these  forbidden  books,  each  available 
from  the  IHR.— Ed.]. 

I  hope  that  I  have  been  able  to  communicate  successfully  to 
an  American  audience  something  of  my  husband’s  life  and  the 
ideals  for  which  we  both  struggled.  My  husband  refused  to 
abdicate  his  responsibilities  or  abandon  his  people.  He  stayed 
and  fought  honorably,  only  to  be  butchered.  Why?  I  believe 
not  merely  because  Rost  van  Tonningen  was  a  Dutch  National 
Socialist,  but  because  he  knew  too  much  about  those  of  his 
countrymen  who  cooperated  with  the  Germans  in  the 
beginning,  then  went  over  to  the  Allies  as  Dutch  patriots, 
“heroes  of  the  resistance,”  and  the  like.  Had  my  husband  stood 
trial,  his  defense  might  have  proved  embarrassing  for  many 
Dutchmen  in  high  places. 

In  my  life  I  have  experienced  many  high  points,  as  well  as 
low  points.  I  have  tried  to  be  equal  to  each  situation,  always 
attempting  to  live  in  accordance  with  the  spiritual  basis  of  life, 
the  mission  that  is  given  each  of  us  to  carry  out  on  the  earthly 
plane.  The  life  of  each  of  us  is  merely  a  thread  in  the  larger 
fabric  or  plan, 

I  still  count  our  meetings  with  Adolf  Hitler  as  highlights  in 
my  life.  For  us  he  was  a  leader  who  dedicated,  and  sacrificed, 
himself  for  his  people,  one  who  eminently  fulfilled  his  life’s 
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mission.  He  united  his  countrymen,  of  all  classes  and  stations, 
from  the  aristocracy  to  the  farmers  and  laborers,  as  had  no 
man  before  him.  His  soldiers  fought  heroically  to  the  last, 
particularly  the  men  of  the  Waffen  SS,  not  only  Germans  but 
from  across  Europe.  Like  my  beloved  brother,  who  died  in 
combat  in  the  ranks  of  the  SS,  and  my  husband,  I  think  of 
Adolf  Hitler  as  the  first  European. 

I  shall  close  with  the  words  of  Rudolf  Hess,  the  martyr  who 
earned,  but  was  never  awarded,  the  Nobel  Prize  for  Peace. 
After  being  sentenced  to  life  imprisonment  at  Nuremberg 
despite  his  flight  for  peace,  he  told  the  court: 

If  I  were  standing  once  again  at  the  beginning,  I  would  act 
again  as  I  acted,  even  though  I  knew  at  the  end  I  would  burn  at 
the  stake.  No  matter  what  people  may  do,  one  day  I  shall  stand 
before  the  judgement  seat  of  God  Eternal.  I  will  justify  myself 
to  Him,  and  I  know  that  He  will  absolve  me. 


Simon  Wiesenthal: 

Bogus  “Nazi  Hunter” 

MARK  WEBER 

Simon  Wiesenthal  is  a  living  legend.  In  a  formal  White 
House  ceremony  in  August  1980,  a  teary-eyed  President 
Carter  presented  the  world’s  foremost  “Nazi  hunter”  with  a 
special  gold  medal  awarded  by  the  U.S.  Congress.  President 
Reagan  praised  him  in  November  1988  as  one  of  the  “true 
heroes”  of  this  century. 

He  is  the  recipient  of  West  Germany’s  highest  decoration, 
and  one  of  world’s  most  renowned  Holocaust  organizations 
bears  his  name:  the  Simon  Wiesenthal  Center  of  Los  Angeles. 
He  was  portrayed  in  flattering  terms  by  the  late  Laurence 
Oliver  in  the  1978  film  fantasy  “The  Boys  From  Brazil,”  and  by 
Ben  Kingsley  in  the  April  1989  made-for-television  movie  “The 
Murderers  Among  Us:  The  Simon  Wiesenthal  Story.” 

Wiesenthal’s  reputation  is  undeserved.  The  man  whom  the 
Washington  Post  calls  the  “Holocaust’s  Avenging  Angel”  has  a 
well-documented  record  of  reckless  disregard  for  truth.1  He 
has  lied  about  his  own  wartime  experiences.  He  has 
misrepresented  his  postwar  “Nazi-hunting”  achievements,  and 
has  spread  vile  falsehoods  about  alleged  German  atrocities.  He 
is  certainly  no  moral  authority. 

Different  Stories 

Szymon  (Simon)  Wiesenthal  was  born  on  December  31, 
1908,  in  Buczacz,  a  town  in  the  Galicia  province  of  Austria- 
Hungary  (now  Buchach  in  Soviet  Ukraine).  His  father  was  a 
prosperous  wholesale  sugar  merchant. 

In  spite  of  all  that  has  been  written  about  him,  what 
Wiesenthal  did  during  the  war  years  under  German 
occupation  is  still  not  clear.  He  has  given  disturbingly 
conflicting  stories  in  three  separate  accounts  of  his  wartime 
activities.  The  first  was  given  under  oath  during  a  two  day 
interrogation  session  in  May  1948  conducted  by  an  official  of 
the  U.S.  Nuremberg  war  crimes  commission.2  The  second  is  a 
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summary  of  his  life  provided  by  Wiesenthal  as  part  of  a 
January  1949  “Application  for  Assistance”  to  the  International 
Refugee  Committee.3  And  the  third  account  is  his 
autobiography,  The  Murderers  Among  Us,  first  published  in 
1967. 4 


Soviet  Engineer  or  Factory  Mechanic? 

In  his  1948  interrogation,  Wiesenthal  declared  that 
“between  1939  and  1941”  he  was  a  “Soviet  chief  engineer 
working  in  Lvov  and  Odessa.”5  Consistent  with  that,  he  stated 
in  his  1949  declaration  that  from  December  1939  to  April  1940 
he  worked  as  an  architect  in  the  Black  Sea  port  of  Odessa.  But 
according  to  his  autobiography,  he  spent  the  period  between 
mid-September  1939  and  June  1941  in  Soviet-ruled  Lvov, 
where  he  worked  “as  a  mechanic  in  a  factory  that  produced 
bedsprings.”0 

“Relative  Freedom” 

After  the  Germans  took  control  of  Galicia  in  June  1941, 
Wiesenthal  was  interned  for  a  time  in  the  Janowska 
concentration  camp  near  Lvov,  from  where  he  was 
transferred  a  few  months  later  to  a  camp  affiliated  with  the 
repair  works  (OAWJ  in  Lvov  of  the  Ostbahn  (“Eastern 
Railroad”)  of  German- ruled  Poland.  Wiesenthal  reported  in  his 
autobiography  that  he  worked  there  “as  a  technician  and 
draftsman,”  that  he  was  rather  well  treated,  and  that  his 
immediate  superior,  who  was  “secretly  anti-Nazi,”  even 
permitted  him  to  own  two  pistols.  He  had  his  own  office  in  a 
“small  wooden  hut,”  and  enjoyed  “relative  freedom  and  was 
permitted  to  walk  all  over  the  yards.”7 

Partisan  Fighter? 

The  next  segment  of  Wiesenthal’s  life— from  October  1943 
to  June  1944  — is  the  most  obscure,  and  his  accounts  of  this 
period  are  contradictory.  During  his  1948  interrogation, 
Wiesenthal  said  that  he  fled  from  the  Janowska  camp  in  Lvov 
and  joined  a  “partisan  group  which  operated  in  the  Tarnopol- 
Kamenopodolsk  area.”8  He  said  that  “I  was  a  partisan  from 
October  6,  1943,  until  the  middle  of  February  1944,”  and 
declared  that  his  unit  fought  against  Ukrainian  forces,  both  of 
the  SS  “Galicia”  division  and  of  the  independent  UPA  partisan 
force.9 
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Wiesenthal  said  that  he  held  the  rank  of  lieutenant  and  then 
major,  and  was  responsible  for  building  bunkers  and 
fortification  lines.  Although  he  was  not  explicit,  he  suggested 
that  this  (supposed)  partisan  unit  was  part  of  the  Armia 
Ludowa  (“Peoples  Army”),  the  Polish  Communist  military 
force  established  and  controlled  by  the  Soviets.10 

He  said  that  he  and  other  partisans  slipped  into  Lvov  in 
February  1944,  where  they  were  “hidden  by  friends  of  the  A.L. 
[“People’s  Army”]  group.”  On  June  13,  1944,  his  group  was 
captured  by  the  German  Secret  Field  Police.  (Although  Jewish 
partisans  caught  in  hiding  were  often  shot,  Wiesenthal  reports 
that  he  was  somehow  spared.)  Wiesenthal  told  much  the  same 
story  in  his  1949  statement.  He  said  that  he  fled  from 
internment  in  early  October  1943  and  then  “fought  against  the 
Germans  as  a  partisan  in  the  forest”  for  eight  months— from 
October  2,  1943,  to  March  1944.  After  that,  he  was  “in  hiding” 
in  Lvov  from  March  to  June  1944. 

Wiesenthal  tells  a  totally  different  story  in  his  1967 
autobiography.  He  reports  there  that  after  escaping  from  the 
Ostbahn  Repair  Works  on  Oct.  2,  1943,  he  lived  in  hiding  in 
the  houses  of  various  friends  until  June  13,  1944,  when  he  was 
discovered  by  Polish  and  German  police  and  returned  to  a 
concentration  camp.  He  makes  no  mention  of  any  partisan 
membership  or  activity.11 

According  to  both  his  1948  interrogation  and  his  1967 
autobiography,  he  tried  to  commit  suicide  on  June  15, 1944,  by 
cutting  his  wrists.  Remarkably,  though,  he  was  saved  from 
death  by  German  SS  doctors  and  recovered  in  an  SS 
hospital.12  He  remained  in  the  Lvov  concentration  camp  “with 
double  rations”  for  a  time,  and  then,  he  reports  in  his 
autobiography,  he  was  transferred  to  various  work  camps.  He 
spent  the  remaining  chaotic  months,  until  the  end  of  the  war, 
in  different  camps  until  he  was  liberated  from  Mauthausen 
(near  Linz)  by  American  forces  on  May  5,  1945. 13 

Did  Wiesenthal  invent  a  past  as  a  heroic  wartime  partisan? 
Or  did  he  later  try  to  suppress  his  record  as  a  Communist 
fighter?  Or  is  the  true  story  altogether  different— and  too 
shameful  to  admit? 


“Nazi  Agent”? 

Did  Wiesenthal  voluntarily  work  for  his  wartime 
oppressors?  That’s  the  accusation  leveled  by  Austrian 
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Chancellor  Bruno  Kreisky,  himself  of  Jewish  ancestry  and 
leader  for  many  years  of  his  country’s  Socialist  Party.  During  a 
wide-ranging  interview  with  foreign  journalists  in  1975, 
Kreisky  charged  Wiesenthal  with  using  “Mafia  methods,” 
rejected  his  pretense  of  “moral  authority,”  and  suggested  that 
he  was  an  agent  for  the  German  authorities.  Some  of  his  more 
pertinent  remarks,  which  appeared  in  Austria’s  leading  news 
magazine  Profil,  include:14 

I  really  know  Mr.  Wiesenthal  only  from  secret  reports,  and 
they  are  bad,  very  nasty.  I  say  this  as  Federal  Chancellor  .  .  . 
And  I  say  that  Mr.  Wiesenthal  had  a  different  relationship  with 
the  Gestapo  than  I  did.  That’s  right.  And  it  can  be  proven.  Can  I 
say  more  than  that?  Whatever  else  there  is  to  say,  I’ll  say  in 
court. 

My  relationship  with  the  Gestapo  is  indisputable.  I  was  their 
prisoner,  their  inmate.  I  was  interrogated  by  them.  His 
relationship  was  different.  That’s  what  I  say,  and  that  will 
eventually  come  out.  It’s  bad  enough  what  I’ve  already  said.  But 
he  can’t  clear  himself  by  charging  me  with  defaming  his  honor 
in  the  press,  as  he  might  wish.  It’s  not  that  simple,  because  that 
would  mean  a  big  court  case  ...  A  man  like  that  doesn’t  have 
the  right  to  pretend  to  be  a  moral  authority.  That’s  what  I  say. 

He  doesn’t  have  that  right .  .  . 

Whether  a  man  who,  in  my  view,  is  an  agent,  yes,  that’s  right, 
and  who  uses  Mafia  mehtods  .  .  .  That  man  has  to  go  .  .  . 

He  is  no  gentleman,  and  I  would  say,  to  make  this  clear,  so 
that  he  won’t  become  a  moral  authorty,  because  he  is  not . . .  He 
shouldn’t  pretend  to  be  a  moral  authority  .  .  . 

I  say  that  Mr.  Wiesenthal  lived  in  that  time  in  the  Nazi  sphere 
of  influence  without  being  persecuted.  Right?  And  he  lived 
openly  without  being  persecuted,  right?  Is  that  clear?  And  you 
perhaps  know,  if  you  know  what  was  going  on,  that  no  one 
could  risk  that. 

He  wasn’t  a  “submarine” . . .  that  is,  submerged  and  in  hiding, 
but  instead,  he  was  completely  in  the  open  without  having  to, 
well,  ever  risk  persecution.  I  think  that’s  enough.  There  were  so 
many  opportunities  to  be  an  agent.  He  didn't  have  to  be  a 
Gestapo  agent.  There  were  many  other  services. 

Mauthausen  Myths 

Before  the  “Nazi  hunter”  came  the  unscrupulous  and 
deceitful  propagandist.  In  1946  Wiesenthal  published  KZ 
Mauthausen,  a  sensational  work  which  consists  mainly  of  his 
own  amateurish  sketches  purporting  to  represent  the  horrors 
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of  the  Mauthausen  concentration  camp.  One  drawing  depicts 
three  inmates  who  had  been  bound  to  posts  and  sadistically 
put  to  death  by  the  Germans.15 

The  sketch  is  completely  phony.  It  was  copied— with  some 
minor  alterations— from  photographs  that  appeared  in  Life 
magazine  in  1945,  which  graphically  record  the  firing-squad 
execution  in  December  1944  of  three  German  soldiers  who 
had  been  caught  operating  as  spies  behind  the  lines  during  the 
“Battle  of  the  Bulge.”18  The  source  of  the  Wiesenthal  drawing 
is  instantly  obvious  to  anyone  who  compares  it  with  the  Life 
photos.17 

The  irresponsible  character  of  this  book  is  also  shown  by 
Wiesenthal’s  extensive  citation  therein  of  the  supposed  “death 
bed  confession”  of  Mauthausen  Commandant  Franz  Ziereis, 
according  to  which  four  million  were  gassed  to  death  with 
carbon  monoxide  at  the  nearby  Hartheim  satellite  camp.18 
This  claim  is  totally  absurd,  and  no  serious  Holocaust 
historian  still  accepts  it.19  Also  according  to  the  Ziereis 
“confession”  cited  by  Wiesenthal,  the  Germans  supposedly 
killed  another  ten  million  people  in  Poland,  Lithuania  and 
Latvia.20  In  fact,  this  “confession”  is  fraudulent  and  was 
obtained  by  torture.21 

Years  later,  Wiesenthal  was  still  lying  about  Mauthausen.  In 
a  1983  interview  with  the  daily  newspaper  USA  Today,  he 
said  of  his  experience  in  Mauthausen:  “I  was  one  of  34 
prisoners  alive  out  of  150,000  who  had  been  put  there.”22  This 
is  a  blatant  falsehood.  The  years  have  apparently  not  been 
kind  to  Wiesenthal’s  memory,  because  in  his  own 
autobiography  he  wrote  that  “almost  3,000  prisoners  died  in 
Mauthausen  after  the  Americans  liberated  us  on  May  5, 
1945.”23  Another  former  inmate,  Evelyn  Le  Chene,  reported  in 
her  standard  work  about  Mauthausen  that  there  were  64,000 
inmates  in  the  camp  when  it  was  liberated  in  May  1945. 24  And 
according  to  the  Encyclopaedia  Judaica,  at  least  212,000 
inmates  survived  internment  in  the  Mauthausen  camp 
complex.25 

After  the  war  Wiesenthal  worked  for  the  U.S.  Office  of 
Strategic  Services  (the  forerunner  of  the  CIA)  and  the  U.S. 
Army’s  Counter-Intelligence  Corps  (CIC).  He  was  also  vice 
chairman  of  the  Jewish  Central  Committee  in  the  U.S. 
occupation  zone  of  Austria.28 
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“Human  Soap” 

Wiesenthal  has  given  circulation  and  credence  to  one  of  the 
most  scurrilous  Holocaust  stories,  the  charge  that  the 
Germans  manufactured  soap  from  the  corpses  of  murdered 
Jews.  According  to  this  tale,  the  letters  “RIF”  in  bars  of 
German-made  soap  allegedly  stood  for  “Pure  Jewish  Fat” 
(“Rein  jiidisches  Fett”).  In  reality,  the  initials  stood  for 
“National  Center  for  Industrial  Fat  Provisioning”  (“Reichstelle 
fur  industrielle  Fettversorgung”).27 

Wiesenthal  promoted  the  “human  soap”  legend  in  articles 
published  in  1946  in  the  Austrian  Jewish  community  paper 
Der  Neue  Weg  (“The  New  Path”).  In  an  article  entitled  “RIF,”  he 
wrote:  “The  terrible  words  ‘transport  for  soap’  were  first  heard 
at  the  end  of  1942.  It  was  in  the  [Polish]  General  Government, 
and  the  factory  was  in  Galicia,  in  Belzec.  From  April  1942 
until  May  1943,  900,000  Jews  were  used  as  raw  material  in 
this  factory.”  After  the  corpses  were  turned  into  various  raw 
materials,  Wiesenthal  wrote,  “The  rest,  the  residual  fat  stuff, 
was  used  for  soap  production.” 

He  continued:  “After  1942  people  in  the  General 
Government  knew  quite  well  what  the  RIF  soap  meant.  The 
civilized  world  may  not  believe  the  joy  with  which  the  Nazis 
and  their  women  in  the  General  Government  thought  of  this 
soap.  In  each  piece  of  soap  they  saw  a  Jew  who  had  been 
magically  put  there,  and  had  thus  been  prevented  from 
growing  into  a  second  Freud,  Ehrlich  or  Einstein.”28 

In  another  imaginative  article  published  in  1946  entitled 
“Belzec  Soap  Factory,”  Wiesenthal  alleged  that  masses  of  Jews 
were  exterminated  in  electrocution  showers:20 

The  people,  pressed  together  and  driven  on  by  the  SS, 
Latvians  and  Ukrainians,  go  through  the  open  door  into  the 
“bath.”  Five  hundred  persons  could  fit  at  a  time.  The  floor  of 
the  “bath  chamber”  was  made  of  metal  and  shower  heads  hung 
from  the  ceiling.  When  the  room  was  full,  the  SS  turned  on  the 
5,000  volts  of  electric  current  in  the  metal  plate.  At  the  same 
time  water  poured  from  the  shower  heads.  A  short  scream  and 
the  execution  was  over.  An  SS  chief  physician  named  Schmidt 
determined  through  a  peep  hole  that  the  victims  were  dead. 
The  second  door  was  opened  and  the  “corpse  commando” 
came  in  and  quickly  removed  the  dead.  It  was  ready  for  the 
next  500. 

Today  no  serious  historian  accepts  the  stories  that  Jewish 
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corpses  were  manufactured  into  bars  of  soap  or  that  Jews 
were  electrocuted  to  death  at  Belzec  (or  anywhere). 

Wiesenthal’s  imaginative  veiw  of  history  is  not  limited  to  the 
twentieth  century.  In  his  1973  book  Sails  of  Hope,  he  argued 
that  Christopher  Columbus  was  secretly  a  Jew,  and  that  his 
famous  voyage  to  the  western  hemisphere  in  1492  was 
actually  a  search  for  a  new  homeland  for  Europe’s  Jews.30 

Fraudulent  “Nazi  Hunter” 

Wiesenthal’s  reputation  as  the  world’s  foremost  “Nazi 
hunter”  is  completely  undeserved.  His  greatest  achievement  in 
more  than  thirty  years  of  searching  for  “Nazi  criminals”  was 
his  alleged  role  in  locating  and  capturing  Adolf  Eichmann. 
(Eichmann  headed  the  wartime  SS  Jewish  affairs  department. 
He  was  kidnapped  by  Israeli  agents  in  Buenos  Aires  in  1960 
and  was  hanged  in  Jerusalem  after  a  trial  that  received 
worldwide  media  attention.) 

But  Isser  Harel,  the  Israeli  official  who  headed  the  team  that 
captured  Eichmann,  has  declared  unequivocally  that 
Wiesenthal  had  “absolutely  nothing”  to  do  with  the  capture. 
(Harel  is  a  former  head  of  both  the  Mossad  and  Shin  Bet, 
Israel’s  foreign  and  domestic  security  agencies.)  In  addition, 
Arnold  Forster,  general  counsel  of  the  Anti-Defamation 
League  of  B’nai  B’rith,  the  influential  Zionist  organization, 
reported  in  his  book  Square  One  that  just  before  the  Israelis 
seized  Eichmann  in  Argentina,  Wiesenthal  was  placing  him  in 
both  Japan  and  Saudi  Arabia.  When  the  Israeli  government 
refused  to  give  Wiesenthal  funds  to  search  for  Eichmann,  the 
“Nazi  hunter”  issued  a  statement  to  the  Israeli  press  claiming 
the  government  was  refusing  to  help  capture  the  former  SS 
man.31  One  of  Wiesenthal’s  most  spectacular  cases  involved 
a  Chicago  man  named  Frank  Walus.  In  a  letter  dated  Dec.  10. 
1974,  he  charged  that  Walus  “delivered  Jews  to  the  Gestapo”  in 
Czestochowa  and  Kielce  in  Poland  during  the  war.  This  letter 
prompted  the  U.S.  government’s  investigation  and  legal 
campaign  against  Walus.32  The  Washington  Post  dealt  with 
the  case  in  a  1981  article  entitled  “The  Nazi  Who  Never  Was: 
How  a  witchhunt  by  judge,  press  and  investigators  branded 
an  innocent  man  a  war  criminal.”  The  lengthy  piece,  which 
was  copyrighted  by  the  American  Bar  Association,  reported:33 

In  January  1977,  the  United  States  government  accused  a 
Chicagoan  named  Frank  Walus  of  having  committed  atrocities 
in  Poland  during  World  War  II. 
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In  the  following  years,  this  retired  factory  worker  went  into 
debt  in  order  to  raise  more  than  $60,000  to  defend  himself.  He 
sat  in  a  courtroom  while  11  Jewish  survivors  of  the  Nazi 
occupation  of  Poland  testified  that  they  saw  him  murder 
children,  an  old  woman,  a  young  woman,  a  hunchback  and 
others  .  .  . 

Overwhelming  evidence  shows  that  Walus  was  not  a  Nazi 
War  criminal,  that  he  was  not  even  in  Poland  during  World 
War  II. 

...  In  an  atmosphere  of  hatred  and  loathing  verging  on 
hysteria,  the  government  persecuted  an  innocent  man. 

In  1974,  Simon  Wiesenthal,  the  famous  “Nazi  hunter”  of 
Vienna,  denounced  Walus  as  “a  Pole  in  Chicago  who 
performed  duties  with  the  Gestapo  in  the  ghettos  of 
Czestochowa  and  Kielce  and  handed  over  a  number  of  Jews  to 
the  Gestapo.” 

The  Chicago  weekly  newspaper  Reader  also  reported  on  the 
case  in  a  detailed  1981  article  headlined:  ‘The  Persecution  of 
Frank  Walus:  To  Catch  a  Nazi:  The  U.S.  government  wanted  a 
war  criminal,  so,  with  the  help  of  Simon  Wiesenthal,  the 
Israeli  police,  the  local  press  and  Judge  Julius  Hoffman,  they 
invented  one.”34  The  article  stated: 

...  It  is  logical  to  assume  that  the  “reports  received  by 
Wiesenthal  [against  Walus]  actually  were  rumors  ...  In  other 
words,  Simon  Wiesenthal  had  no  evidence  against  Walus.  He 
denounced  him  anyway. 

While  [Judge]  Hoffman  had  the  Walus  case  under 
advisement,  Holocaust  aired  on  television.  During  the  same 
period,  in  April  1978,  Simon  Wiesenthal  came  to  Chicago, 
where  he  gave  interviews  taking  credit  for  the  Walus  case. 
“How  Nazi-Hunter  Helped  Find  Walus,”  was  the  Sun-Times 
headline  on  a  story  by  Bob  Olmstead.  Wiesenthal  told  Sun- 
Times  Abe  Peck  that  he  “has  never  had  a  case  of  mistaken 
identity.”  “I  know  there  are  thousands  of  people  who  wait  for 
my  mistake,”  he  said. 

It  was  only  after  an  exhausting  legal  battle  that  the  man  who 
was  vilified  and  physically  attacked  as  “the  butcher  of  Kielce” 
was  finally  able  to  prove  that  he  had  spent  the  war  years  as  a 
peaceful  farm  laborer  in  Germany.  Wiesenthal’s 
irresponsiblity  and  recklessness  in  the  Walus  case  should  have 
been  enough  to  permanently  discredit  him  as  a  reliable 
investigator.  But  his  Teflon  reputation  survived  even  this. 

After  Wiesenthal  was  ultimately  proven  wrong  in  a  similar 
case  in  Canada,  the  Toronto  Sun  newspaper  commented  in  an 
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editorial:  “It  seems  that  material  provided  by  professional  Nazi 
hunter  Simon  Wiesenthal  is  wrong,  but  repeated  anyway  fin 
the  media].”36 

Much  of  the  Wiesenthal  myth  is  based  on  his  hunt  for  Josef 
Mengele,  the  wartime  physician  at  Auschwitz  known  as  the 
“Angel  of  Death.”  Time  and  time  again,  Wiesenthal  claimed  to 
be  close  on  Mengele’s  heels.  Wiesenthal  reported  that  his 
informants  had  “seen”  or  “just  missed”  the  elusive  physician  in 
Peru,  Chile,  Brazil,  Spain,  Greece,  and  half  a  dozen  locations 
in  Paraguay.36 

One  of  the  closest  shaves  came  in  the  summer  of  1960. 
Wiesenthal  reported  that  Mengele  had  been  hiding  out  on  a 
small  Greek  island,  from  where  he  escaped  by  just  a  few 
hours.  Wiesenthal  continued  to  peddle  this  story,  complete 
with  precise  details,  even  after  a  reporter  whom  he  had  hired 
to  check  it  out  informed  him  that  the  tale  was  false  from 
beginning  to  end.37 

According  to  another  Wiesenthal  canard,  Mengele  arranged 
for  the  murder  in  1960  of  one  of  his  former  victims,  a  woman 
he  had  supposedly  sterilized  in  Auschwitz.  After  spotting  her, 
and  her  distinctive  camp  tattoo,  at  a  hotel  in  Argentina  where 
he  was  staying,  Mengele  allegedly  arranged  to  have  her  killed 
because  he  feared  that  she  would  expose  him.  It  turned  out 
that  the  woman  was  never  in  a  concentration  camp,  had  no 
tattoo,  had  never  met  Mengele,  and  her  death  was  a  simple 
mountaineering  accident.38 

Mengele  regularly  dined  at  the  finest  restaurants  in 
Asuncion,  the  Paraguayan  capital,  Wiesenthal  said  in  1977, 
and  supposedly  drove  around  the  city  with  a  bevy  of  armed 
guards  in  his  black  Mercedes  Benz.38  Wiesenthal  announced 
in  1985  that  he  was  “100  percent  sure”  that  Mengele  had  been 
hiding  out  in  Paraguay  until  at  least  June  1984,  and  charged 
that  the  Mengele  family  in  West  Germany  knew  exactly 
where.  As  it  turned  out,  Wiesenthal  was  completely  wrong.  It 
was  later  definitively  established  that  Mengele  had  died  in 
1979  in  Brazil,  where  he  had  been  living  for  years  in 
anonymous  poverty.40 

In  truth,  the  bulging  Mengele  file  in  Wiesenthal’s  Vienna 
“Documentation  Center”  was  such  a  jumble  of  useless 
information  that,  in  the  words  of  the  London  Times,  it  “only 
sustained  his  self-confirmatory  myths  and  gave  scant 
satisfaction  to  those  who  apparently  needed  a  definitive 
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answer  to  Mengele’s  fate.”41  Even  Israel’s  former  ambassador 
to  Paraguay,  Benjamin  Varon,  cautiously  criticized  the  phony 
Mengele  campaign  in  1983:  “Wiesenthal  makes  periodic 
statements  that  he  is  about  to  catch  him,  perhaps  since 
Wiesenthal  must  raise  funds  for  his  activities  and  the  name 
Mengele  is  always  good  for  a  plug.”42 

In  the  words  of  Gerald  Posner  and  John  Ware,  co-authors  of 
Mengele:  The  Complete  Story,  Wiesenthal  spent  years 
assiduously  cultivating  a  mythical  “self-image  of  a  tireless, 
dogged  sleuth,  pitted  against  the  omnipotent  and  sinister 
might  of  Mengele  and  a  vast  Nazi  network.”  Because  of  his 
“knack  of  playing  to  the  gallery,”  Posner  and  Ware  concluded, 
Wiesenthal  “ultimately  compromised  his  credibility.”43 

Bruno  Kreisky  once  summed  up  his  unambiguous  attitude 
towards  the  “Nazi  hunter”  in  these  words:44 

The  engineer  Wiesenthal,  or  whatever  else  his  title  is,  hates 
me  because  he  knows  that  I  despise  his  activity.  The 
Wiesenthal  group  is  a  quasi-political  Mafia  that  works  against 
Austria  with  disgraceful  methods.  Wiesenthal  is  known  as 
someone  who  isn’t  very  careful  about  the  truth,  who  is  not  very 
selective  about  his  methods  and  who  uses  tricks.  He  pretends 
to  be  the  “Eichmann  hunter,”  even  though  everyone  knows  that 
this  was  the  work  of  a  secret  service,  and  the  Wiesenthal  only 
takes  credit  for  that. 

Wiesenthal  is  not  always  wrong,  of  course.  In  1975  he 
acknowledged  in  a  letter  published  in  a  British  periodical  that 
“there  were  no  extermination  camps  on  German  soil.”45  He 
thus  implicitly  conceded  that  the  claims  made  at  the  postwar 
Nuremberg  Tribunal  and  elsewhere  that  Buchenwald,  Dachau 
and  other  camps  in  Germany  proper  were  “extermination 
camps”  are  not  true. 

“Commercializing  the  Holocaust” 

Simon  Wiesenthal  and  the  Los  Angeles  Center  that  bears  his 
name  “commercialize”  and  “trivialize”  the  Holocaust, 
according  to  the  director  of  Israel’s  Yad  Vashem  Holocaust 
center.  The  charge  was  reported  by  the  Israeli  daily 
newspaper  Ha’aretz  in  December  1988. 46  The  Brooklyn 
weekly  Jewish  Press  commented  on  the  charge:  “The 
displeasure  of  Yad  Vashem  over  what  it  sees  as  the 
commercialization  of  the  Holocaust  by  the  Wiesenthal  Center 
has  long  been  well  known,  but  this  is  the  most  open  attack 
yet.” 
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Wiesenthal  “threw  out”  the  figure  of  “11  million  who  were 
murdered  in  the  Holocaust— six  million  Jews  and  five  million 
non-Jews,”  said  the  director.  When  asked  why  he  gave  these 
figures,  Wiesenthal  replied:  “The  gentiles  will  not  pay 
attention  if  we  do  not  mention  their  victims,  too.”  Wiesenthal 
“chose  ‘five  million  (gentiles)’  because  he  wanted  a  ‘diplomatic’ 
number,  one  that  told  of  a  large  number  of  gentile  victims  but 
in  no  way  was  larger  than  that  of  Jews  .  .  .” 

The  Los  Angeles  Center  pays  Wiesenthal  $75,000  a  year  to 
use  his  name,  the  Yad  Vashem  director  said.  “The  Jewish 
people  does  many  vulgar  things,”  the  report  added,  “but  the 
Wiesenthal  Center  raised  it  to  a  complete  level:  The  optimum 
use  of  sensitive  issues  in  order  to  raise  money  . .  .”  The  Jewish 
Press,  which  claims  to  be  the  largest-circulation  English- 
language  Jewish  community  paper  in  America,  went  on  to 
comment:  “What  Wiesenthal  and  the  Los  Angeles  Center  that 
bears  his  name  do  is  to  trivialize  the  Holocaust,  to  take  from  it 
its  unique  Jew-hatred.  And  of  course,  Jews  will  continue  to 
support  it  because  it  is  so  fashionable.” 

Wiesenthal  is  often  asked  why  he  does  not  forgive  those 
who  persecuted  Jews  more  than  forty  years  ago.  His  stock 
answer  is  that  although  he  has  the  right  to  forgive  for  himself, 
he  does  not  have  the  right  to  forgive  on  behalf  of  others.  But 
this  is  Talmudic  sophistry.  On  the  basis  of  this  logic,  neither 
does  he  have  the  right  to  accuse  and  track  down  anyone  in  the 
name  of  others.  Wiesenthal  has  never  confined  his  “hunt”  to 
those  who  victimized  him  personally. 

It  is  difficult  to  say  just  what  drives  this  remarkable  man.  Is 
it  a  craving  for  fame  and  praise?  Or  is  he  trying  to  live  down  a 
shameful  episode  from  his  past? 

Wiesenthal  clearly  enjoys  the  praise  he  receives.  “He  is  a 
man  of  considerable  ego,  proud  of  [his]  testimonials  and 
honorary  degrees,”  the  Los  Angeles  Times  has  reported.47 
Bruno  Kreisky  has  given  a  simpler  explanation.  He  said  that 
Wiesenthal  is  “driven  by  hatred”  (“von  Hass  diktiert”).48 

In  light  of  his  well-documented  record  of  deception,  lies  and 
incompetence,  the  extravagent  praise  heaped  upon  this 
contemptible  man  is  a  sorry  reflection  of  the  venal 
corruptibility  and  unprincipled  self-deception  of  our  age. 
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Innocent  in  Dachau:  The  Trial  and 
Punishment  of  Franz  Kofler  et  al. 

JOSEPH  HALOW 


An  unusual  set  of  circumstances,  over  which  I  had  only 
limited  control,  and  timing,  over  which  I  had  no  control 
whatsoever,  determined  the  course  of  my  military  career  and 
led  me  to  work  as  a  court  reporter  at  Dachau  for  the  7708  War 
Crimes  Group  in  Germany  after  my  discharge  from  the  Army. 
Arriving  in  Germany  innocent  of  war  and  politics,  I  found  my 
preconceptions  of  right  and  wrong  during  wartime,  as  well  as 
the  justice  of  the  postwar  trials,  challenged  by  what  I  observed 
and  experienced  during  the  Dachau  trials.  Many  years  later, 
my  review  of  the  records  of  those  trials  has  only  strengthened 
my  belief  that  justice  was  not  served  at  Dachau  after  the  war. 

*  *  *  *  * 

The  war  with  Japan  ended  on  August  15,  1945,  and  I  reached 
the  age  of  eighteen  on  August  20,  1945.  Unhappy  with  my  life 
in  a  small  city  in  Pennsylvania  and  sure  I  would  in  any  event 
soon  be  drafted  into  the  army,  when  I  registered  for  the  draft 
on  my  eighteenth  birthday  I  asked  for  immediate  induction.  I 
could  not  have  enlisted,  since  this  would  have  required 
parental  permission,  and  the  death  of  my  eldest  brother  in 
Italy  during  the  war  against  Germany  had  so  profoundly 
affected  my  parents  they  would  not  have  considered  granting 
it.  My  mother,  grief-stricken,  could  only  proclaim  that  had 
George  enlisted  and  not  been  drafted  she  would  have  felt  she 
had  sent  him  to  his  death. 

The  Army  moved  as  rapidly  on  my  request  for  immediate 
induction  as  a  Federal  bureaucracy  is  able.  In  this  case  it 
wasn’t  until  October  23,  1945  before  I  was  taken  into  the 
Army.  This  worked  in  my  favor,  for  by  fall  the  nation  had  such 
a  backlog  of  servicemen  awaiting  discharge  that  thousands  of 
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men  remained  on  terminal  leave  for  weeks  until  the  military 
service  groups  were  able  to  process  them. 

I  learned  of  the  Army’s  desperate  manpower  situation 
within  a  few  short  days  of  my  induction.  At  Fort  Meade, 
Maryland,  where  each  day  thousands  were  being  separated 
from  the  service,  anyone  with  any  office  training  whatsoever 
was  immediately  pulled  from  the  ranks  of  the  other  recruits 
and  put  to  work  in  Army  Administration.  The  plan  was  to 
send  these  new  recruits  to  basic  training  camps  later,  after  the 
Army  had  been  able  to  effect  the  discharge  processing  of  so 
many  World  War  II  veterans. 

I  had  grown  up  in  Pennsylvania  during  the  Great 
Depression,  and,  because  of  my  father’s  heart  condition, 
which  would  not  permit  him  to  work,  we  were  probably  even 
poorer  than  many  of  our  neighbors.  It  never  occurred  to  me 
that  I  would  ever  attend  a  university.  I  elected  to  pursue  a 
commerical  course  in  high  school,  so  that  I  could  have  a  well¬ 
paying  job  as  soon  as  I  graduated  and  I  could  begin  a  business 
career.  Excelling  in  my  studies,  I  broke  the  high  school  speed 
record  in  shorthand  by  passing  a  speed  test  at  175  words  per 
minute. 

This  ability  determined  the  course  of  my  military  service  for 
the  next  two  and  a  half  years.  I  was  not  sent  to  a  basic  training 
camp  but  instead  was  put  to  work  in  G-4,  the  administrative 
office  at  Fort  Meade.  Hopelessly  lost  at  a  desk  at  which  I  was 
expected  to  work  independently— for  I  had  no  experience  and 
I  received  virtually  no  guidance  whatever— I  was  pleased 
when,  after  only  two  or  three  weeks,  I  was  asked  to  serve  as  a 
reporter  on  Army  Retiring  Board  cases.  The  work  was  much 
easier  than  office  administration,  in  which  I  was  charged  with 
responding  to  correspondence  which  I  was  unable  to 
understand.  Reporting  required  no  experience,  although 
attempting  to  record  the  proceedings  faithfully  is  obviously 
stressful.  This  assignment  lasted  less  than  two  months,  for  on 
my  return  to  base  from  a  Christmas  furlough  I  learned  that  I 
was  one  of  two  enlisted  men  selected  to  go  to  China. 

Chosen  on  the  spur  of  the  moment,  we  flew  to  China  in 
propeller  planes,  and  even  under  the  A-l  priority  assigned  our 
travel,  it  was  a  week  before  we  arrived  in  the  city  now  called 
Beijing.  We  learned  that  our  mission  was  to  establish  offices 
which  would  administer  the  negotiations  the  United  States 


Innocent  in  Dachau 


455 


was  then  mediating  between  the  Communists  and  the 
Nationalists.  Today  it  is  difficult  for  me  to  imagine  the  extent 
of  my  political  naivete  during  the  time  I  was  stationed  in 
China.  The  intent  of  our  mission  there  1  found 
incomprehensible.  It  may  have  been  because  we  were  an 
immigrant  family,  but  at  home  in  Pennsylvania,  before  I 
entered  the  Army,  I  was  not  at  all  interested  in  even  American 
politics.  At  that  time  I  could  not  have  distinguished  between 
the  Republicans  and  the  Democrats.  In  China,  although  I 
worked  in  the  Commanding  General’s  office  and  had  access  to 
every  bit  of  information  available,  no  matter  how  highly 
classified  it  was,  I  failed  to  understand  the  differences 
between  the  Chinese  Nationalists  and  the  Communists.  It 
seemed  obvious  to  me  then  that  we  favored  the  Nationalists, 
but  it  was  not  until  much  later  that  I  understood  the  reasons 
for  establishing  the  Peiping  Headquarters  Group,  as  our  outfit 
was  named. 

When  I  arrived  in  China  I  had  been  in  the  Army  exactly  two 
and  a  half  months,  and  I  was  still  completely  lost  in  an  office. 
Thanks  to  my  buddy  Smitty’s  administrative  abilities  and  his 
experience,  we  soon  earned  a  good  reputation  and  were 
highly  regarded  by  officers  and  the  enlisted  men  alike. 

My  tour  in  China  ended  on  the  termination  of  the  six-month 
period  of  temporary  duty.  Although  Smitty  and  I  could  have 
stayed  on,  both  of  us  elected  to  return.  We  were  ordered  to 
Washington,  D.C.,  and  there  assigned  to  the  Office  of  the 
Chief  of  Staff,  European  Division,  at  the  Pentagon. 

After  months  of  bored  inactivity  at  the  Pentagon,  I  was 
discharged  from  the  Army  on  December  2,  1946.  I  longed  to 
see  more  of  the  world,  and  sought  a  job  with  the  Department 
of  the  Army  abroad.  Since  I  was  still  only  nineteen,  however, I 
was  considered  to  be  too  young  for  overseas  employment  as  a 
civilian.  I  argued  that  I  had  been  overseas  in  the  Army,  where 
I  had  to  manage  essentially  alone.  The  Civilian  Personnel 
office  agreed  (probably  because  of  the  shortage  of  shorthand 
reporters  in  the  European  Theater).  Despite  my  trepidation 
about  being  assigned  to  Germany,  I  left  New  York  on  the  S.S. 
Marine  Angel  on  December  10,  1946,  and  arrived  in 
Bremerhaven,  Germany,  on  December  21st.  From  there  I 
traveled  to  Augsburg,  where  I  awaited  assignment  as  a  pre¬ 
trial  reporter  on  a  war-crimes  investigating  detachment.  There 
were  at  least  fourteen  such  detachments,  and  each  of  them 
was  to  assign  its  own  pre-trial  reporter. 


456 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


The  first  few  months  I  spent  in  Germany  were  particularly 
unpleasant,  due  to  an  unusually  severe  winter  and  a  shortage 
of  fuel.  We  Americans  had  to  cut  back  on  our  use  of  heating 
fuel,  and  so  we  were  constantly  cold,  inside  as  well  as  outside 
our  quarters.  If  our  fuel  rations  were  limited,  rations  for  the 
Germans  simply  did  not  exist,  and  I  later  learned  that  they 
would  frequently  awaken  to  find  frost  on  their  inside  walls, 
which  remained  frigid  all  day. 

When  the  pre-trial  detachments  had  finished  their  work,  I 
was  transferred  to  Dachau,  to  serve  as  an  official  reporter  in 
the  American  trials  at  Dachau.  The  German  cities  I  had  seen 
had  been  so  thoroughly  destroyed  by  Allied  bombers  that  it 
was  a  pleasure  for  me  to  come  to  Dachau.  There,  although  one 
could  purchase  nothing  in  any  of  the  shops,  the  buildings 
were  at  least  intact.  The  summer  of  1947,  following  the 
extremely  cold  winter,  was  also  unusually  warm  and  sunny, 
with  mild  weather  which  lasted  through  the  fall.  This  made 
living  conditions  in  Dachau  very  pleasant  for  me,  though  this 
contrasted  starkly  with  the  gloom  involved  in  the  cases  we 
tried  in  court. 

***** 

So  many  years  have  passed  since  the  war  crimes  trials  that  I 
should  perhaps  explain  that  my  unit,  the  7708  War  Crimes 
Group,  was  assigned  the  function  of  administering  and 
holding  the  war  crimes  trials  which  took  place  under  the  aegis 
of  the  American  military  government  in  Dachau,  Germany. 
This  included  trials  of  cases  involving  concentration  camps  in 
Germany  and  Austria,  as  well  as  trials  of  isolated  atrocity 
cases.  The  latter  involved  the  fates  of  crews  from  American 
planes  shot  down  during  bombing  raids  over  Germany.  Fliers 
forced  to  parachute  from  their  disabled  planes  were  often 
attacked  by  civilians  from  the  towns  in  which  these  bombing 
raids  had  taken  place.  The  enraged  German  civilians  would 
then  kill  the  unfortunate  fliers,  either  by  beating  to  death  or 
shooting  them,  sometimes  both. 

It  was  on  one  of  these  atrocity  cases  that  I  was  tested  for  my 
ability  to  report  officially.  Working  with  an  experienced 
official  reporter,  I  was  to  sit  through  the  trial  in  order  to 
understand  and  learn  the  procedure.  I  then  had  to  record  and 
transcribe  the  proceedings  of  one  official  court  session  or 
“take,”  a  period  of  approximately  one  and  a  half  hours  in  court. 
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Had  I  failed  the  test,  I  would  doubtless  have  been  transferred 
to  some  other  function.  I  did  pass  the  test,  which  proved  to  be 
more  trying  to  my  emotions  than  to  my  skill  as  a  reporter. 

I  might  have  been  indifferent  regarding  this  trial  had  it  not 
been  for  a  young  “accused”  (as  we  called  the  defendants),  who 
sat  in  the  dock  with  several  other,  appreciably  older,  German 
civilians.  He  was  so  much  younger  than  the  others  that  I  took 
note  of  him  as  soon  as  I  entered  the  courtroom.  I  watched  him 
throughout,  and,  undoubtedly  because  he  sensed  I  was  his 
peer,  he  watched  me.  Checking  the  record,  I  learned  that  the 
defendant,  Rudolf  Merkel,  was  six  months  younger  than  I;  I 
was  still  only  nineteen.  The  crime  for  which  he  was  being 
tried  had  taken  place  when  he  was  fifteen,  when  the  other 
accused  had  attacked  a  flier  who  had  parachuted  into  an  area 
close  to  his  town.  Two  of  the  older  men  had  struck  the  flier, 
and  on  their  instruction,  Merkel  had  struck  him  twice  with  a 
stick. 

My  excitement  during  the  proceedings  had  grown  to  a  fever 
pitch  by  the  time  the  court  announced  its  sentences.  When 
young  Rudolf  Merkel  was  sentenced  to  life  imprisonment  I 
was  stunned.  On  hearing  his  sentence,  young  Merkel  broke 
down.  Tears  streamed  down  his  face,  and  he  shook  as  he 
fought  back  the  sobs  which  tore  through  his  body.  Throughout 
the  trial  I  had  sympathized  with  the  murdered  flier,  my 
countryman,  and  had  been  deeply  shaken  to  hear  of  his 
pathetic  attempts  to  escape  the  attacks  of  the  infuriated 
German  townspeople.  Now  I  was  struck  by  the  plight  of  this 
boy,  and  I  had  to  look  away  to  avoid  crying  with  him. 
Listening  to  the  testimony,  I  had  already  concluded  that  in  his 
shoes  I  would  have  acted,  despite  my  peaceful  nature,  as  he 
had.  Going  a  step  further,  I  soon  realized  that  had  this 
happened  in  America  those  who  had  disposed  of  an  enemy 
flier  would  have  been  considered  heroes.  We,  the  victors, 
considered  them  lawless  criminals.  I  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  in  such  cases  it  is  invariably  the  winners  who  determine 
whether  those  involved  are  heroes  or  terrorists. 

After  I  had  transcribed  this  testimony,  I  was  told  I  had 
passed  the  test.  My  response  was  to  say  that  I  did  not  feel  I 
was  emotionally  able  to  work  in  court.  After  three  days, 
however,  I  realized  that  I  had  very  little  choice.  I  was  under 
contract  with  the  7708  War  Crimes  Group  as  a  reporter 
(technically  a  pre-trial  reporter).  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge, 
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there  was  no  other  position  available  to  me.  I  returned  to 
work,  where,  after  my  baptism  of  fire,  I  soon  adjusted.  I  could 
listen  to  the  sentences  given  the  accused,  even  when  I  thought 
they  were  harsh,  without  ever  again  having  to  battle  tears  on 
their  behalf.  Then  again,  Rudolf  Merkel  was  the  youngest 
accused  whose  trial  I  recorded  (I  learned  later  that  he  was  the 
youngest  prisoner  interned  at  Landsberg  prison). 

***** 

Merkel’s  case  was  not  the  only  trial  I  remember  clearly. 
There  were  others  that  have  stayed  in  my  memory,  either  due 
to  the  crimes  alleged,  the  sentences  handed  down,  or  simply 
the  notoriety  the  case  had  gained.  Some  cases  I  remembered 
only  for  specific  details,  sometimes  personal  but  more  often 
regarding  one  or  another  of  the  accused.  It  was  not  until 
recently,  however,  following  the  declassification  of  the 
American  military  court  files,  that  I  was  able  to  gain  access  to 
them.  (They  are  held  by  the  National  Archives  Records 
Administration  at  the  Washington  National  Records  Center  in 
Suitland,  Maryland.)  What  a  thrill  it  was  to  look  through  the 
documents  I  had  myself  prepared  more  than  forty  years  ago! 
The  files  served  not  only  to  confirm  my  recollections,  but 
enabled  me  to  review  the  complete  documentation  pertaining 
to  the  individual  cases,  including  the  reports  of  the  review 
authority  and  subsequent  correspondence. 

When  I  started  my  review,  I  quickly  checked  the  file  on 
Rudolf  Merkel.  I  discovered  that  he  had  been  released  from 
prison  after  serving  seven  years.  I  noted  that  his  release  was 
based  on  the  same  thing  that  had  led  me,  long  ago,  to  feel  such 
pain  at  his  sentence:  his  extreme  youth.  When  his  case  came 
under  review,  his  German  counsel  presented  a  strong 
statement  on  his  behalf,  indicating  other  instances  in  which, 
moved  by  political  expediency,  the  Americans  had  excused 
the  actions  of  boys  slightly  older  than  Rudolf  Merkel  was 
when  he  struck  the  fallen  American.  On  his  release,  Merkel, 
who  came  from  a  village  close  to  the  French  border,  returned 
home,  married  and  reared  a  family. 

Apart  from  satisfying  my  curiosity,  my  review  of  the  files 
allowed  me  to  gain  greater  insight  into  the  cases  than  was 
possible  during  my  time  in  Dachau.  My  review  of  the  files 
aroused  my  interest  in  writing  about  my  experiences  in 
Dachau,  which  involved  reporting  the  trials  of  guards  and 
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Kapos  at  Mauthausen,  Buchenwald,  and  their  various 
subcamps,  or  Kommandos. 

The  isolated  flier  case  had  been  particularly  difficult  for  me 
to  endure,  since  it  was  much  easier  to  identify  with  a  single 
victim,  usually  an  American,  known  by  name,  rank  and  serial 
number.  The  concentration  camp  cases  provided  a  different 
challenge,  since  they  involved  many  victims  not  identified  by 
name  or  nationality.  The  witnesses  in  the  concentration  camp 
cases  were  virtually  all  of  the  sort  we  court  reporters  termed 
“professional  witnesses,”  those  who  spent  months  in  Dachau, 
testifying  against  one  or  another  of  the  many  accused.  They 
were  fed  and  housed  by  the  Americans  at  Dachau  in  comfort 
they  could  never  have  hoped  to  attain  elsewhere  in  Germany 
in  those  days.  They  were  also  paid  a  fee  for  each  day  they 
spent  at  court.  Thus  it  was  to  their  economic  advantage  to 
testify,  and  many  of  them  made  a  good  living  doing  so. 

As  one  might  well  imagine,  the  motive  of  the  professional 
witnesses  was  also  one  of  spite  and  revenge.  Those  of  them 
who  had  been  in  the  concentration  camps  hated  the  Germans 
and  would  have  done  anything  to  harm  them.  In  many 
instances  their  vengeance  included  relating  exaggerated 
accounts  of  what  they  had  witnessed.  It  also  included  outright 
lying. 

To  complicate  matters  even  further,  those  who  investigated 
the  cases  and  brought  them  to  court  were  often  untrained. 
Their  major  qualification  for  these  jobs  was  that  they  spoke 
German.  In  most  instances  this  was  not  difficult  for  them, 
since,  as  Jewish  refugees  from  Germany,  German  was  their 
mother  tongue.  Virtually  all  of  these  investigators  also  hated 
the  Germans,  as  did  a  large  portion  of  the  professional  staff 
assigned  to  work  in  the  courts.  Many  of  the  investigators  gave 
vent  to  their  hatred  by  attempting  to  force  confessions  from 
the  Germans  by  treating  them  brutally.  This  frequently 
emerged  in  the  testimony  of  some  of  the  accused  in  the  court 
proceedings,  and  the  accompanying  documents  in  the  files 
contain  allegations  of  instances  of  severe  beatings  of  the 
accused  by  some  of  these  investigators.  The  most  famous 
example  of  this  brutality  was  in  connection  with  the 
interrogation  of  the  suspects  in  the  “Malmedy  Case,”  and  was 
confirmed  by  the  Army’s  review  board.  The  military  courts, 


460 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


set  up  as  court  martial,  tended,  however,  generally  to  believe 
those  who  made  the  accusations,  paying  scant  attention  to 
testimony  by  and  for  the  accused. 

A  popular  accusation  against  an  accused  in  the 
concentration  camp  case  was  that  he  had  “so  severely  beaten 
prisoners  that  they  died.”  Initially  the  “witnesses”  were  not 
even  required  to  identify  prisoners  who  had  been  so  killed. 
Such  accusations  were  responsible  for  many  of  the  sentences 
which  sent  229  of  the  925  individuals  accused  in  the  332 
concentration  camp  cases  to  hang  at  Landsberg.  Death 
sentences  were,  in  fact,  quite  usual,  as  were  sentences  of  life 
imprisonment. 

There  were  also  strong  indications  that  the  professional 
witnesses  worked  together,  helping  each  other  with  their 
testimony.  The  witnesses  would  frequently  attend  sessions  in 
a  court  trial,  following  which  they  would  relate  to  their  friends 
what  had  transpired.  This  helped  their  friends  prepare  for 
their  own  testimony. 

The  professional  witnesses  were  known  to  the  authorities  in 
Washington,  as  is  proved  by  a  memorandum  for  the  Judge 
Advocate  General’s  Office  in  the  Pentagon,  speaking  of  a 
professional  witness  whose  testimony  was  to  be  considered  to 
be  “unreliable.”  A  note  in  the  review  of  “The  United  States  vs. 
Lauriano  Navas,  et  al.”  (file  no.  000-50-5-25)  states  that: 

A  memorandum  for  the  Chief  of  the  War  Crimes  Branch, 
European  Command,  dated  2  April  1951,  states  that  Pedro 
Gomez,  although  never  officially  declared  unreliable,  definitely 
falls  into  the  class  of  a  “professional  witness”  and  that 
testimony  from  him  should  be  considered  with  caution  and 
given  little  weight  unless  corroborated. 

This  admonition  from  the  Office  of  the  Chief  of  the  War 
Crimes  Branch,  European  Command,  came  unfortunately  too 
late  to  have  had  any  bearing  during  the  war  crimes  trials,  all  of 
which  were  complete  by  the  end  of  1947.  The  sentences 
meted  out  by  the  courts  and  the  subsequent  documents 
prepared  by  the  review  authority  demonstrate  what  I  was  able 
to  observe,  that  there  was  very  little  caution  applied  in  the 
acceptance  of  such  testimony. 

One  of  the  factors  which  disturbed  me  the  most  in  the 
concentration  camp  cases  was  the  “common  cause”  finding  by 
one  of  the  courts,  to  the  effect  that  anyone  who  had  been  in  a 
position  of  any  authority  within  a  camp  or  any  of  its  subcamps 
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had  to  have  known  what  was  transpiring  in  that  camp  and 
was,  as  a  result,  guilty  of  participation  in  a  common  cause. 
This  finding  struck  me  even  then  as  being  grossly  unjust,  since 
there  are  various  reasons  why  one  remains  at  a  specific  post. 
This  awakens  the  age-old  argument  about  whether  one  follows 
commands  and  performs  what  he  is  ordered  to  do  or  whether 
he  follows  the  dictates  of  his  own  conscience.  It  is  obvious  that 
in  such  instances  such  a  choice  would  have  been  very  difficult 
even  in  the  United  States  (witness  the  plight  and  the  shame 
suffered  by  the  conscientious  objectors  in  the  United  States 
during  World  War  II  and  the  cases  of  those  who  would  not 
fight  in  Vietnam  during  the  Vietnamese  war).  In  a  dictatorship 
such  as  the  Third  Reich,  the  latter  choice  would  have  meant 
certain  death. 


***** 

One  of  the  most  memorable  war  crimes  trials  on  which  I 
worked  was  a  subsidiary  trial  of  the  parent  Mauthausen  trial.  I 
remember  it  vividly,  despite  its  similarity  to  the  other 
subsidiary  concentration  camp  trials  which  I  recorded;  there 
was  the  usual  intervention  of  professional  witnesses  and  their 
confusion  on  the  stand,  leading,  nevertheless,  to  the 
sentencing  of  the  accused.  What  impressed  me  about  this 
particular  case  was  not  so  much  the  sloppy  trial  proceedings, 
the  professional  witnesses  or  any  other  aspect  of  the  case,  but 
the  intervention  of  one  witness  and  a  single  incident  about 
which  she  testified.  Her  name  was  Danuta  Drbuszenska.  I  still 
can  see,  in  my  mind,  this  young,  blond,  pretty  Polish  girl.  Even 
her  name  fascinated  me:  a  jumble  of  consonants  so  difficult  to 
type  I  could  not  have  forgotten  it  or  her. 

As  in  the  other  subsidiary  Mauthausen  Concentration  Camp 
trials,  the  chief  prosecutor  required  the  court  to  take 
cognizance  of  the  decision  rendered  in  the  parent 
Mauthausen  case,  “that  the  mass  atrocity  operation  was 
criminal  in  nature  and  that  the  participants  therein,  acting  in 
pursuance  of  a  common  design,  subjected  persons  to  killings, 
beatings,  tortures,  etc.,  and  [the  court]  was  warranted  in 
inferring  that  those  shown  to  have  participated  knew  of  the 
criminal  nature  thereof.”  The  court  indicated  that  those 
convicted  in  this  case  would  also  be  considered  part  of  this 
finding. 
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The  trial  was  designated  as  “The  United  States  vs.  Franz 
Kofler  et  al.”  Originally  there  were  eleven  accused.  Kofler 
himself  was  not  a  German  but  an  Austrian.  The  other  seven 
accused  included  two  men,  Michael  Heller  and  Stefan 
Lennert,  who  had  been  born  in  Rumania  but  were 
Volksdeutsche,  ethnic  Germans.  These  men  served  in  the 
German  Schutzstaffel  (SS)  but  their  foreign  nationality  posed 
no  problem  for  them,  since  the  Volksdeutsche  were  considered 
German  despite  having  been  born  outside  Germany  proper. 
Another  of  the  accused  was  Gustav  Petrat,  a  Lithuanian 
Volksdeutscher,  a  German  born  in  Lithuania  and  a  citizen  of 
that  country  until  he  became  a  German  citizen  in  1942.  Gustav 
Petrat  was  also  a  member  of  the  SS. 

The  other  four  were  German  nationals,  apparently  born  in 
Germany,  who  gave  home  addresses  in  Germany.  These  other 
Germans  accused  were  Hermann  Franz  Buetgen,  Quirin 
Flaucher,  Arno  Albert  Reuter  and  Emil  Thielmann. 

Danuta  Drbuszenska  was  the  first  witness,  called  to  the 
stand  by  the  prosecution.  Because  she  was  Polish,  the 
proceedings  had  to  be  translated  twice,  leaving  me,  the  first 
reporter  to  begin  recording  testimony  in  this  case,  more  time 
than  usual  to  observe.  I  noted  that  she  was  of  about  medium 
height,  blue-eyed  as  well  as  blond,  with  a  pale  oval  face  on 
which  she  used  no  makeup  whatever.  Drbuszenska  was  slim, 
and  she  wore  a  simple,  pale  pink  cotton  summer  dress  with  a 
small  print,  very  light  in  color,  indicating  frequent  laundering. 
In  1947  she  was,  as  she  testified,  only  twenty-one,  little  more 
than  two  years  older  than  I. 

Danuta  Drbuszenska  had  been  taken  prisoner  in  Warsaw 
when  she  was  only  sixteen.  After  a  brief  stay  at  an  internment 
camp  at  Lodz,  Poland  (then  called  Litzmannstadt  and  annexed 
by  Germany),  she  was  moved  to  the  Mauthausen  Concentra¬ 
tion  Camp  complex.  She  and  a  group  of  other  Polish  women 
had,  I  understood,  been  housed  in  a  barracks  which  the  SS 
had  turned  into  a  brothel.  This  brothel  served  the  German 
military  on  duty  at  the  camp,  as  well  as  those  inmates  who 
could  pay  for  such  benefits  or  were  being  rewarded  for  some 
service  to  the  camp. 

Apart  from  her  physical  good  looks,  I  was  immediately 
taken  by  Drbuszenska’s  calm  manner  from  the  momment  she 
entered  the  court  room  to  take  the  witness  chair.  Her  simple 
dress  gave  her  a  casual  look.  Her  manner  of  speaking,  in  a 
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very  measured  and  even  tone,  was  unhurried,  giving  the 
impression  that  she  had  all  her  thoughts  collected  and 
perfectly  in  order.  I  could  not  help  but  be  impressed  by  her, 
and  it  was  obvious  that  the  court  was  as  well.  Hearing  her 
testimony,  taken  in  direct  examination,  I  was  convinced  that 
her  appearance  would  suffice  to  have  Gustav  Petrat,  against 
whom  she  testified,  sentenced  to  hang. 

Drbuszenska’s  speech  conveyed  the  impression  that  she  was 
not  aware  of  the  severity  of  the  statements  she  made,  nor  did 
she  seem  to  notice  the  impression  they  were  making  on  the 
court.  She  remained  the  coolest,  most  matter-of-fact  witness  of 
all  those  whose  testimony  I  recorded  in  Dachau,  even  when 
presenting  the  lurid  details  of  the  incidents  to  which  she 
testified.  Drbuszenska  remained  unshaken  even  during  the 
defense  counsel’s  cross-examination.  She  appeared  to  have 
taken  no  note  of  me,  but  I  watched  her  closely  as  she  testified. 

After  giving  her  name,  age,  address  and  occupation 
(translated  as  “tailor”  but  which  must  have  been  “seamstress”), 
Drbuszenska  was  asked  if  she  knew  any  of  the  accused  in  the 
case.  She  promptly  responded  that  she  knew  “number  six, 
Petrat.”  She  said  she  knew  another  man  but  that  he  was  not 
among  the  accused.  She  subsequently  stated  that  she  was  to 
serve  as  a  witness  in  another  of  the  subsidiary  camp  case 
trials. 

Drbuszenska  testified  that  at  Mauthausen  she  and  the  other 
women  prisoners  had  to  carry  heavy  rails,  so  heavy  that  it  took 
five  women  to  carry  one.  She  stated  that  Petrat  was  the  “SS 
man  who  was  in  charge  of  the  lot  of  us,”  and  she  quickly  came 
to  the  main  points  in  her  testimony  by  stating  that  whenever 
they  went  to  the  washroom  he  would  beat  them.  Drbuszenska 
said  that  Petrat  had  first  of  all  singled  her  out,  for  what  reason 
she  did  not  know.  She  stated  that  as  the  prisoners  were 
gathering  on  the  roll  call  square  “to  go  to  work,”  a  report  was 
made  by  the  block  eldest,  a  women,  and  Drbuszenska  was 
“fetched  out.”  Drbuszenska  testified  that  Petrat  had  then  struck 
her  on  the  inside  of  the  upper  arm  with  a  club  constructed  of 
wood  and  iron,  leaving  a  scar  about  four  inches  long  and 
about  one  inch  wide.  At  the  prosecution’s  request  she  arose 
calmly  from  the  witness’  chair  and  walked  coolly  toward  the 
members  of  the  court,  where  she  slowly  raised  her  right  arm, 
turning  so  that  each  could  see  the  scar  on  the  inner  side  of  the 
upper  arm.  The  club,  she  testified,  was  about  two  and  a  half 
feet  long  and  about  as  thick  as  her  right  wrist. 
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Following  this,  the  witness  then  testified,  the  accused  took 
her  “back  to  his  apartment,”  where  he  first  grabbed  her  by  the 
pigtails  and  gave  her  a  beating.  He  then  took  her  by  her 
pigtails,  winding  them  around  his  hands,  and  raised  and 
lowered  her  until  she  fainted.  While  she  was  unconscious, 
Drbuszenska  added,  Petrat  had  taken  her  “hands  back  and  tied 
them  behind  my  back  and  up  on  a  stake,”  where  he  let  her 
hang  for  half  an  hour. 

Drubszenska  said  she  regained  consciousness  only  when 
she  was  back  in  the  prisoners’  block.  She  testified  further  that 
“My  girl  friends  told  me  afterwards  that  I  had  been  hanging 
for  half  an  hour,  but  I  couldn’t  say  because  I  had  been 
unconscious  and  I  don’t  know  if  he  went  on  beating  me  or 
not.”  (I  was  so  absorbed  by  this  girl  and  her  manner  that  I  did 
not  then  notice  the  similarity  between  her  statements  about 
being  picked  up  and  lowered  by  her  hair  and  a  statement  made 
by  Moses  Meschel,  a  Polish  Jewish  witness  in  the  subsidiary 
Mauthausen  trial  of  the  four  Spanish  kapos,  who  stated  that  he 
had  been  picked  up  by  his  ear  and  then  thrown  to  the  floor, 
where  he  landed  on  the  ear  by  which  he  had  been  originally 
lifted!) 

Something  which  did  not  occur  to  me  then  is  that 
Drbuszenska  was  never  asked  how  her  friends  knew  she  could 
have  been  hanging  for  a  half  an  hour.  She  herself  could  hardly 
have  even  known  that  Petrat  had  hanged  her  by  her  pigtails, 
since,  according  to  her  own  statement,  she  had  fainted  before 
all  this  had  happened,  and,  according  to  her  own  statement, 
regained  consciousness  only  after  her  return  to  the  prisoners’ 
block.  Only  she  and  Petrat  were  present  in  what  she  said  was 
his  apartment,  where  all  this  was  purported  to  have  taken 
place.  This  glaring  inconsistency  appeared  not  to  have 
troubled  the  court  at  the  time.  I  recall  only  that  I  briefly 
questioned  the  statement  in  my  own  mind,  but  then  forgot  it 
because  what  then  transpired  in  the  court  seemed  to  me 
bizarre. 

When  Drbuszenska  began  the  account  of  her  alleged 
mistreatment,  I  looked  at  Petrat,  the  man  she  was  accusing, 
and  saw  he  was  blushing  a  deep  red!  The  former  SS  man 
looked  down  at  the  floor,  then  looked  up  again.  He  had  a 
sheepish  grin  on  his  face,  and  looked  for  all  the  world  like  a 
foolish  young  boy  caught  with  his  hand  in  the  cookie  jar,  as 
though  he  had  merely  committed  some  petty  misdemeanor! 
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The  contrast  between  the  two  of  them  was  startling,  as  though 
they  had  switched  roles:  the  girl  testifying  was  so  calm  and 
composed  as  to  seem  hard,  unpressed  by  concern  or  any 
apparent  emotion,  while  the  look  on  the  face  of  the  man  she 
was  accusing  was  absolutely  adolescent,  if  not  actually 
puerile.  I  don’t  know  if  any  of  the  court  members  noticed  his 
discomfort,  but  I  immediately  guessed  that  there  had  been,  not 
cruelty,  but  deep  intimacy  between  the  two.  To  me  Petrat’s 
blush  confirmed  this. 

Asked  if  she  had  ever  again  been  personally  mistreated  by 
Petrat,  Drbuszenska  responded  “After  that  he  didn’t  hit  me  any 
more  because  I  used  to  say  to  him  “Well,  when  the  Americans 
come  you  will  be  finished  in  any  case,’  and  he  used  to  say  ‘No, 
you  will  be  finished  before  me.’”  This  type  of  exchange 
between  a  reputedly  tough  SS  non-com,  charged  with 
guarding  prisoners  at  a  concentration  camp,  and  a  young  and 
attractive  female  prisoner  would  have  been  incomprehensible 
to  me  if  they  had  not  been  lovers.  I  was  young,  but  not  that 
young,  and  I  couldn’t  forget  that  at  the  time  she  was  in  the 
camp  she  had  been  my  age.  Had  Petrat  so  disliked 
Drbuszenska  (which  was  unbelievable  to  me),  he  would  have 
been  more  apt  to  strike  her  or  to  ignore  her  rather  than  have 
spent  time  in  adolescent  chit-chat  about  who  would  be 
“finished”  first  and  whether  or  not  this  would  be  before  or 
after  the  Americans  liberated  the  camp. 

My  speculation  was  interrupted  by  the  further  questioning 
of  Drbuszenska.  The  prosecutor’s  next  question  was  “Now,  do 
you  know  of  any  mistreatment  of  any  other  prisoners  at 
Mauthausen  by  Petrat?”  She  responded  “Yes.”  When  asked  to 
tell  the  court  about  it,  Drbuszenska  testified  that  she  and  her 
friend  Zilenska  were  helping  another  friend,  Wisniewska, 
who,  because  of  a  hernia,  had  been  unable  to  walk  alone  to  the 
washroom  which  they  used.  When  they  arrived  there  Petrat 
was  standing  on  top  of  a  barrel,  with  another  SS  man,  against 
whom  Drbuszenska  had  also  “brought  some  charges 
somewhere  else.”  Since  Wisniewska  could  not  walk  unaided, 
Drbuszenska  stated,  Petrat  struck  her  on  the  head  with  the 
same  club  with  which  he  had  earlier  hit  Drbuszenska,  so  hard 
that  “all  the  brains  came  out  and  there  was  so  much  blood 
flowing  about  so  that  two  SS  men  got  two  prisoners  to  clean 
up  the  blood  and  put  her  on  a  stretcher  and  carried  her  to  the 
crematory.” 


466 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


When  she  was  asked  if  her  friend  had  been  dead  when  she 
was  carried  away,  Drbuszenska  responded  by  saying  “She  was 
dead  and  she  couldn’t  be  anything  else  except  dead  because 
when  he  hit  her  all  her  brains  had  fallen  out.  She  fell  to  the 
ground  and  didn’t  get  up  any  more.  We  stood  and  cried.”  All 
this  she  recounted  in  the  same,  unbelievably  calm  manner, 
without  any  break  in  her  voice,  any  change  in  the  volume  or 
the  rate  of  speed  at  which  she  spoke. 

Since  their  friend  Wisniewska  had  been  taken  to  the 
crematorium,  Danuta  Drbuszenska  continued,  she  and  her 
friend  Zilenska  picked  up  their  towels  and  returned  to  the 
prisoners’  block,  exiting  through  a  door  which  led  directly  into 
their  block.  Danuta  and  Zilenska  then  went,  with  another 
friend,  to  the  crematorium,  and  with  her  two  friends  acting  as 
look-outs  for  her,  Danuta  walked  quietly  over  to  the 
crematorium  window  and  watched  as  Wisniewska’s  body  was 
“put  on  a  huge,  what  you  might  call  a  tray,  and  shoved  inside 
the  stove  to  be  burned.”  She  reported  that  there  were  more 
people  there,  “and  I  saw  how  he  [Petrat]  was  rushing  them 
onward.  He  said  ‘Hurry  up,  hurry  up!’  There  was  a  five-minute 
alert  and  the  Americans  were  to  come  in  pretty  soon.” 
Drbuszenska  stated  that  this  incident  had  taken  place  on  April 
15,  1945,  approximately  three  weeks  before  the  Americans 
arrived  at  the  camp. 

During  cross-examination,  the  defense  counsel,  Major 
William  Oates,  asked  Drbuszenska  if  at  the  time  Petrat  struck 
her  she  did  not  have  something  in  her  hands.  She  responded 
that  she  had  been  holding  a  carrot,  which  she  i  had  stolen.  The 
block  eldest  had  seen  her  steal  the  carrot,  and  it  was  for  this 
reason  that  she  had  been  beaten.  In  response  to  further 
questioning  by  the  defense  counsel,  Drbuszenska  said  that  it 
was  at  their  place  of  work  where  Petrat  had  struck  her  and, 
when  asked  to  indicate  approximately  where  Petrat  was 
standing  when  he  struck  her,  she  indicated  that  it  was  about  a 
foot  and  a  half  to  the  left  (the  scar  was  on  her  right  arm).  She 
then  added  quickly  that  when  she  saw  him  about  to  strike  her 
she  had  raised  her  arm  to  scratch  her  head  [emphasis  provided 
by  the  author]! 

The  defense  counsel  asked  Drbuszenska  if  she  had  ever  had 
a  love  affair  with  Petrat  (which  confirmed  my  own  feelings 
about  what  might  have  been  the  case).  She  did  not  answer  this 
question  but  responded  instead  by  saying,  again  coolly.  “I 
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would  kill  him  if  I  could!”  The  next  question  was  “And  at  the 
time  he  struck  you  with  this  object,  that  was  what  you  were 
trying  to  do,  wasn’t  it?”  Drbuszenska  responded  “What  he  was 
after  was  that  I  was  swearing  at  him  because  I  didn’t  want  to 
have  anything  to  do  with  him,  and  when  he  passed  I  didn’t 
even  say  ’Good  morning’  to  him.”  The  defense  counsel  then 
asked  her,  “You  had  been  stealing  food  stuffs  from  other 
inmates  and  this  wasn’t  the  first  time  that  you  had  stolen  from 
your  fellow  countrymen,  was  it?”  The  prosecution  objected  to 
the  question,  but  the  court  president  overruled  the  objection. 
The  witness  responded  “No,  we  were  going  to  peel  potatoes 
and  I  picked  up  this  carrot  while  peeling  potatoes,  so  it  is  quite 
untrue.” 

There  was  another  accusation  brought  against  Petrat  which 
I  still  recall,  although  not  with  the  same  prurient  interest.  This 
was  a  statement  made  by  Andor  Fried,  a  seventeen-year-old 
Polish  Jew.  Fried  was  one  of  several  witnesses  who  testified 
that  Petrat  had  accompanied  a  long  column  of  prisoners 
walking  to  Gunskirchen  from  Mauthausen  during  the  last 
several  days  of  the  war.  He  appeared  to  be  uncertain  in  his 
indentification  of  Petrat,  since  the  man  he  saw  was  following 
the  procession  at  a  distance  of  about  one  and  a  half  city  blocks. 
Fried  asserted,  nevertheless,  that  it  had  been  Petrat,  and  he 
described  how  he  saw  Petrat,  at  such  a  great  distance,  had 
been  killing  stragglers  or  those  who  had  fallen  in  the  ditches 
by  the  wayside.  Later  in  the  trial,  Andor  Fried  was  recalled 
triumphantly  by  the  prosecution  to  testify  that,  during  a  court 
recess,  he  had  passed  relatively  close  to  the  accused,  who 
were  then  in  the  hall,  and  that  Petrat  had  called  him  a 
“jiidisches  Schwein!”  (Jewish  swine). 

If  Andor  Fried  was  lying,  and  his  story  indicates  he  was  at 
least  not  sure  what  he  was  saying  was  exact,  Petrat  might  have 
been  so  offended  by  his  statements,  either  untrue  or  at  least 
exaggerated,  that  he  could  have  called  him  a  “jiidisches”  or  any 
other  kind  of  a  swine.  But  a  witness  who  will  lie  about  one 
thing  can  be  counted  on  to  lie  again,  and  it  is  possible  that 
Petrat  never  said  anything  of  the  kind  to  Fried.  At  that  time, 
however,  no  one  would  have  dared  question  such  an 
accusation  made  by  a  concentration  camp  survivor. 

The  accusation  that  Petrat  had  been  following  the  forced 
march  was  thoroughly  refuted— or  at  least  cast  in  doubt— by 
the  witnesses  for  the  defense.  These  witnesses  said  that  Petrat 


468 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


could  not  have  been  accompanying  the  transport,  since  it  was 
not  his  function.  They  pointed  out  that  Petrat  had  been 
assigned  to  the  Mauthausen  Camp  because  he  had  been 
wounded  so  severely  on  the  Russian  front  that  he  was  no 
longer  fit  to  fight.  His  physical  condition  would  not  have 
permitted  him  to  ride  a  motorcycle.  One  of  the  defense 
witnesses  said  that  the  prosecution  witnesses  might  have 
mistaken  Petrat  for  Hans  Altfuldisch,  who  had  been  tried  and 
sentenced  to  death  in  the  parent  Mauthausen  case. 

Prosecution  witnesses  further  testified  that  Petrat  had 
beaten  and  killed  inmates  working  at  the  stone  quarry.  He  was 
accused  of  once  having  killed  a  fallen  inmate  by  stamping  on 
his  head.  Petrat  was  a  dog  leader,  i.e.,  one  who  guarded  work 
crews  outside  the  camp  with  a  leashed  dog,  and  his  dog  was 
described  as  a  savage  animal,  which  tore  pieces  of  flesh  out  of 
the  inmates  when  she  bit  them. 

Defense  witnesses,  on  the  other  hand,  testified  that  Petrat’s 
dog  was  a  fat  and  lazy  bitch,  which  might  have  threatened  but 
would  not  attack.  They  also  testified  that  Petrat  would  never 
have  been  permitted  in  the  camp  where  the  inmates  were 
housed;  yet,  according  to  Drbuszenska,  he  was  frequently  in 
their  washroom,  which  she  herself  admitted  men  were  not 
permitted  to  enter. 

The  court  evidently  accepted  the  testimony  of  Drbuszenska, 
as  well  as  the  charges  by  some  of  the  other  witnesses.  It  found 
Petrat  guilty  and  sentenced  him  to  death  by  hanging.  This  did 
not  surprise  me  at  the  time,  for  I  had  expected  it  ever  since  I 
had  heard  Danuta  Drbuszenska’s  initial  testimony. 

The  testimony  presented  against  Quirin  Flaucher,  a 
prisoner,  condemned  him  just  as  quickly  as  that  against  Petrat 
had  condemned  him.  In  Flaucher’s  case,  however,  testimony 
was  presented  by  at  least  one  credible  witness,  Jean  Loureau, 
who  had  already  testified  in  the  Lauriano  Navas  case.  He 
traveled  to  Germany  from  France  once  again  for  the  Kofler 
trial.  Loureau  testified  that  Flaucher  had  been  the  block  eldest 
of  Block  8,  which  was  the  dispensary.  Flaucher,  a  criminal 
inmate,  had  been  made  a  kapo  and  given  responsibility  for  the 
dispensary,  which  contained  sick  inmates  of  many 
nationalities.  Some  of  the  ill  and  infirm  were  Russians,  classed 
as  both  prisoners  of  war  and  Russian  political  prisoners,  but 
those  in  the  dispensary  also  included  Yugoslavs,  Belgians, 
Frenchmen,  Poles,  Germans,  Austrians,  Italians  and  even 
Swedes. 
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Flaucher  was,  according  to  Loureau,  particularly  intolerant 
of  prisoners  suffering  from  diarrhea  and  unable  to  control 
themselves.  If  one  of  them  attempted  to  get  up  from  his  bed  to 
go  to  the  bathroom,  managed  only  to  get  out  of  bed  and  soiled 
the  floor,  Flaucher  would  become  enraged  and  beat  him 
severely. 

Loureau  described  having  witnessed  one  beating  by 
Flaucher,  from  which  his  victim,  an  ill  Yugoslav,  ultimately 
died.  Loureau  said  that  he  didn’t  know  why  Flaucher  had 
beaten  the  Yugoslav,  but  that  Flaucher  had  announced  he  was 
going  to  give  the  Yugoslav  a  beating  of  fifty  lashes  with  the 
whip.  According  to  Loureau,  the  Yugoslav  was  forced  to  bend 
over  a  stool,  while  Loureau(!)  pinned  the  man’s  hands  behind 
his  back  and  an  orderly  held  the  man’s  head  between  his  legs. 
Then  Flaucher  whipped  him.  The  Yugoslav  endured  several 
lashes  without  uttering  a  sound,  but  he  soon  began  to  shout 
and  try  to  get  free.  During  the  ensuing  struggle  the  Yugoslav 
fell  from  the  stool.  When  he  did  not  obey  Flaucher’s  order  to 
get  up,  Flaucher  discarded  his  whip,  called  the  Yugoslav  to 
him  and  began  to  beat  him  unmercifully,  slapping  him  and 
striking  him  with  his  fists.  When  the  Yugoslav  again  fell  to  the 
floor,  Flaucher  kicked  him  viciously,  until  the  Yugoslav 
stopped  shouting,  for  he  was  dead. 

Loreau  also  testified  that  Flaucher  was  a  homosexual  who 
kept  two  boys,  whom  he  used  “as  women,”  in  Block  8.  When 
asked  if  he  had  ever  witnessed  this,  the  witness  responded 
that  he  had  not,  but  that  he  had  seen  Flaucher  kiss  one  of 
them.  Virtually  all  other  witnesses  made  similar  statements 
about  Flaucher,  testifying  that  he  would  seek  out  young  boys 
of  about  fourteen  and  fifteen  and  attempt  to  use  them  sexually. 
When  the  boys  refused  he  would  mistreat  and  frequently  beat 
them. 

Augusta  (Gussie)  Lapins  (now  Augusta  Lukomski)  returned 
from  her  “take”  in  this  trial  and  told  me  that  one  of  the 
witnesses,  Herbert  Wisniewski,  a  young  Polish  Jew  testifying 
against  Flaucher,  had  collapsed  on  the  witness  stand  during 
direct  examination  by  the  prosecution.  He  had  been  testifying 
to  the  effect  that  after  the  Polish  uprising  in  Warsaw  (late  in 
1944),  the  Germans  had  arrested  a  large  number  of  young  boys 
of  about  fourteen  and  fifteen  whom  they  then  brought  to 
Mauthausen.  Wisniewski  said  Flaucher  had  wanted  to  sleep 
with  them,  and  when  they  would  not  comply,  he  had  beaten 
them.  The  prosecution  asked  the  witness  "Did  you  see  these 
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beatings?,”  to  which  there  was  no  response,  since  Wisniewski 
had  at  that  moment  fainted  and  fallen  to  the  floor. 

Two  days  later  the  prosecutor  announced  that  he  had  a 
communication  from  Wisniewski,  apologizing  for  having 
collapsed  on  the  stand,  but  stating  that  he  would  not  return  to 
testify  during  the  trial.  The  prosecutor  said  he  had  completed 
his  examination  of  the  witness,  but  the  defense  counsel  moved 
his  testimony  be  stricken  from  the  record,  since  he  had  not 
had  an  opportunity  to  cross-examine  the  witness.  Advised  that 
Wisniewski  would  supply  an  affidavit,  the  defense  counsel 
said  that  this  would  not  serve  his  purposes.  The  court  recessed 
briefly  to  discuss  the  defense’s  move  but  returned  to  deny  it, 
stating  that  the  defense  counsel  had  refused  to  accept  a  sworn 
statement  by  the  witness  in  lieu  of  an  opportunity  to  question 
him  in  court.  Yet  the  defense’s  motion  should  have  been 
perfectly  clear;  it  could  not  accept  a  statement  which 
contained  in  it  only  what  the  witness  or  the  prosecution 
wished  to  have  in  it,  without  any  opportunity  to  question  the 
witness  about  the  points  which  the  defense  wished  to  raise. 

The  court  found  Flaucher  guilty  of  the  charges  and 
sentenced  him  to  death  by  hanging. 

The  other  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  were  from  the 
groups  of  professional  witnesses  collected  at  Dachau.  They 
continued  to  complicate  the  proceedings,  for  their  testimony 
appeared  to  raise  more  questions  than  provide  answers.  Some 
of  it  was  obviously  fabricated,  or  so  grossly  exaggerated  as  to 
render  it  unbelievable.  There  were  repeated  instances  of 
mistaken  identity  of  the  same  accused  and  vague,  uncertain 
statements  about  some  of  the  others.  These  prosecution 
witnesses  accused  various  of  the  other  accused  of 
indiscriminately  beating  and  killing  inmates.  One  witness, 
Simon  Bressler,  testified  that  Hermann  Buetgen  had 
continually  beaten  the  inmates  he  was  guarding  at  the  stone 
quarry.  Bressler  provided  a  description  of  Buetgen  which  fit 
that  of  Michael  Heller,  another  guard.  The  accused  Buetgen 
had  not  worked  at  the  quarry,  but  Heller,  to  whom  the  witness 
had  not  pointed  and  whom  he  apparently  did  not  know,  had 
been  one  of  the  guards  stationed  there.  Bressler  was  asked 
“Did  you  ever  see  the  accused,  No.  2  [Buetgen],  commit  any 
atrocities  against  or  upon  any  prisoner  there  at  Mauthausen?” 
Bressler  replied  that  “He  would  strike  every  prisoner,  each 
individual  prisoner.  He  would  give  him  a  blow,  then  another 
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blow  all  the  way  down  to  the  quarry.”  When  asked  “How  many 
prisoners  did  you  see  this  accused,  No.  2,  beat  in  this  fashion?” 
Bressler  responded  “All  of  them.  We  were  eight  hundred  men 
in  the  detail,  and  he  struck  all  eight  hundred  of  them.” 

Another  prosecution  witness,  Josef  Feldstein,  who  stated 
that  he  had  been  at  Mauthausen  from  the  end  of  1942  until 
May  1945,  when  the  camp  was  liberated  by  the  Americans, 
pointed  out  accused  Hermann  Buetgen  when  asked  if  he 
knew  any  of  those  on  trial.  He  identified  him  as  “Wittingen,” 
however,  also  ascribing  to  him  functions  which  had  been 
performed  in  Mauthausen  by  Michael  Heller.  When  asked  to 
spell  the  name,  Feldstein  said  he  only  knew  that  ‘Wittingen” 
was  the  accused’s  name;  he  did  not  know  how  to  spell  it. 

Feldstein  was  asked  “Just  what  makes  you  so  sure  that  this  is 
the  same  man  that  you  saw  at  Mauthausen?”  and  he 
responded  “I  have  a  good  memory,  and  what  I  see  I  am  able  to 
remember  after  thirty  years.” 

Jacob  Sztejnberg,  who  testified  for  the  prosecution,  also 
definitely  identified  accused  No.  2,  Hermann  Buetgen,  as 
performing  the  functions  of  a  Block  leader  or  guard,  which 
one  might  expect  to  have  heard  of  Michael  Heller.  He  said  that 
Buetgen  had  been  guarding  the  inmates  working  in  the  quarry 
and  that  he  beat  them  severely,  frequently  causing  some  to  die. 
Sztejnberg  testified  that  Buetgen  would  beat  prisoners  who 
carried  stones  smaller  than  Buetgen  wished. 

In  addition  to  testifying  against  Buetgen,  Sztejnberg  testified 
also  against  Petrat  and  Flaucher,  whose  name  he  said  he  did 
not  know  properly  and  which  he  mispronounced  as 
“Laucher.”  When  questioned  about  his  testimony  against 
Flaucher,  which  appeared  to  be  vague,  Sztejnberg,  an 
arrogant  witness,  grew  testy  and  made  caustic  comments  to 
the  prosecution,  which  was  not  calling  into  question,  but 
merely  attempting  to  clarify,  Sztejnberg’s  statement.  The  court 
president  was  finally  forced  to  call  Sztejnberg  before  the  court 
and  instruct  him  that  the  court  wanted  “no  more  smart 
remarks,”  that  he  was  to  respond  to  the  question  raised  and 
that  the  court  would  determine  what  was  appropriate  and 
what  was  not. 

During  the  trial,  the  prosecution  was  clearly  angered  by  the 
fact  that  some  of  its  witnesses  against  one  accused  might 
speak  well  of  another.  Feldstein  had  accused  Buetgen  of  deeds 
which  could  only  have  been  committed  by  Michael  Heller.  But 
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Wilhelm  Mornstein  spoke  well  of  Michael  Heller,  as  he 
accused  Emil  Thielmann  of  having  committed  atrocities, 
saying  that  Heller  was  “the  opposite  of  Thielmann.”  He  said 
that  Heller  always  expressed  horror  at  what  he  saw  and  had 
said  he  would  be  glad  when  he  could  get  out  of  there. 

Herbert  Melching,  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  testified 
that  he  had  seen  Franz  Kofler,  the  Kommando  leader  and  roll 
call  leader,  beat  prisoners  to  death.  When  asked  by  the  defense 
counsel  how  he  could  be  sure  that  the  prisoners  had  been 
beaten  to  death,  he  responded:  “Because  the  blows  were  pretty 
hard.”  Melching  admitted  he  had  never  seen  any  of  the  dead 
bodies,  either  physically  or  in  photographs,  of  the  men  he 
presumed  had  died  as  a  result  of  the  beatings. 

Kofler  was  also  accused  of  having  taken  a  group  of  five  Jews 
from  Block  5  into  the  washroom,  whipping  them  there,  then 
attempting  to  drive  them  into  the  electrically  charged  wire. 
When  the  men  refused,  Kofler  so  harried  them  that, 
weakened,  they  could  be  forced  into  the  wire  and 
electrocuted.  Peter  Bleimuller,  another  prosecution  witness, 
testified  that  Kofler  would  come  into  the  Jewish  block  once  a 
week  to  beat  the  Jewish  prisoners.  He  said  that  this  was  during 
the  period  of  January  and  February  of  1942,  when  no  Jew 
survived  more  than  three  days  in  the  camp.  The  defense’s 
response  to  this  was  contained  in  testimony  which  Kofler 
presented  voluntarily  to  the  court.  He  asked  why  not  one  of 
the  180  inmates  from  Block  5  had  testified  that  he  forced  Jews 
from  Block  5  into  the  electrically  charged  wire.  He  said  that 
the  only  one  who  had  testified  to  this  effect  had  been  from 
Block  4. 

One  of  the  witnesses  who  testified  against  Kofler  was  a  Josef 
Schwaiger.  He  testified  that  Kofler  had  beaten  prisoners 
during  roll  call.  During  cross  examination  the  defense  counsel 
accused  Schwaiger  of  having  been  angered  because  Kofler 
had  taken  away  his  girlfriend,  and  vowing  that  he  would  get 
even  with  him.  The  girlfriend  to  whom  the  defense  counsel 
referred  was  a  Mrs.  von  Schwertberg,  who  lived  in  a  house 
near  Mauthausen,  where  Schwaiger  had  frequently  worked. 

After  Herbert  Melching  had  appeared  as  a  witness  for  the 
prosecution,  he  was  subsequently  recalled  as  a  witness  by  the 
defense,  over  the  prosecution’s  objections.  Melching,  who 
properly  identified  Buetgen,  testified  that  as  an  electrician  and 
as  operator  of  the  camp  movie  projector,  Buetgen  had  no 
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responsibility  for  guarding  prisoners  and  could  not  have 
beaten  and  killed  prisoners. 

In  the  end  it  was  obvious  the  court  placed  not  only  more 
confidence,  but  immediate  and  almost  blind  belief  in  the 
prosecution’s  witnesses,  despite  the  confusion  in  their 
indentification  of  the  accused  and  their  otherwise  weak 
statements.  As  was  usually  the  case  in  the  Dachau  courts, 
there  is  no  indication  that  the  testimony  presented  by  the 
witnesses  for  the  defense  was  even  considered. 

With  virtually  no  testimony  against  Stefan  Lennert  which 
could  even  have  begun  to  prove  the  charges  made  against  him, 
the  court  found  Lennert  not  quilty,  the  only  one  of  the  accused 
who  was  acquitted.  Hermann  Buetgen  was  sentenced  to  three 
years  imprisonment  at  hard  labor,  and  Arno  Albert  Reuter  to 
two  years  imprisonment  at  hard  labor.  Emil  Thielmann  was 
sentenced  to  life  imprisonment  Michael  Heller  and  Franz 
Kofler,  along  with  Quirin  Flaucher  and  Gustav  Petrat,  were 
sentenced  to  death  by  hanging. 

I  saw  Danuta  Drbuszenska  once  more,  quite  by  chance, 
shortly  after  the  termination  of  the  trial.  That  September  there 
was  a  Volksfest  (carnival)  in  Dachau,  and  I  went  to  see  what  it 
might  be  like.  Completely  alone,  I  was  wandering  around  the 
grounds  when  I  suddenly  saw  Drbuszenska,  who  was,  like 
me,  wandering  by  herself  through  the  crowd.  I  had  thought 
she  would  not  recognize  me,  but  she  did,  and  approached  me 
as  though  we  were  old  friends.  We  spent  the  afternoon 
together,  hand  in  hand,  enjoying  some  of  what  the  Volkfest 
had  to  offer.  There  was  no  food  to  be  purchased  there,  but 
there  were  side  shows,  a  merry-go-round,  and  a  tunnel  of  love. 
We  parted  late  in  the  afternoon  as  friends. 

Later,  I  regretted  that  I  never  thought  to  ask  her  about  the 
trial,  but  at  that  time  I  had  no  interest  in  the  accused,  and  my 
mind  was  on  her  rather  than  on  the  case.  It  surprises  me  now, 
but  I  don’t  even  remember  any  discussion  of  what  her  plans 
might  have  been,  whether  she  would  continue  to  live  in 
Germany  or  might  consider  returning  to  Poland.  I  never  saw 
her  again. 

***** 

When,  a  few  years  ago,  the  U.S.  Army  declassified  its  files 
on  the  war  crimes  trials,  I  eagerly  examined  them.  The 
records  which  most  surprised  and  disillusioned  me  were 
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those  which  dealt  with  the  Franz  Kofler  trial,  in  which  I  had 
been  so  enchanted  by  Danuta  Drbuszenska.  So  taken  by  her  at 
the  trial,  I  was  startled  when,  in  studying  the  case  file,  I  found 
such  discrepancies  in  her  testimony  that  I  could  only 
conclude  that  she  was  an  outrageous  liar. 

No  one  asked  her,  nor  did  she  explain,  how  she  could  have 
been  peeling  potatoes  when  Petrat  struck  her,  if  she  had  been 
“fetched  out”  of  the  roll  call,  as  she  originally  claimed.  Nor  did 
the  defense  question  the  differences  in  her  statements  about 
the  work  these  Polish  women  actually  performed. 
Drbuszenska  had  testified  she  was  carrying  rails  at  the  camp, 
rails  so  heavy  it  took  five  women  to  carry  one  rail,  which 
would  suggest  she  was  not  merely  peeling  potatoes.  Yet  she 
could  not  have  picked  up  a  carrot  had  she  been  carrying  rails, 
a  job  function  which  later  witnesses  testified,  furthermore, 
was  never  assigned  to  the  women.  Drbuszenska,  obviously, 
had  been  stealing  food,  and  her  denial  of  this  accusation  did 
not  erase  the  doubts  raised  in  my  mind  when  I  read  the 
defense’s  question  and  her  response. 

At  the  time  of  the  trial  I  was  convinced  she  and  Petrat  had 
been  intimate,  and  the  fact  that  he  blushed  so  intensely  when 
she  was  testifying  tended  to  confirm  this  for  me.  Since  I  could 
not  imagine  an  older  man  blushing,  a  trait  usually  associated 
with  younger  people  afflicted  with  a  conscience,  I  now 
checked  his  identification  sheet.  I  learned  that  he  was  only 
twenty-two  at  the  time  of  the  trial,  and  he  had  been  about 
twenty  at  the  time  of  the  incident.  Drbuszenska  had  been  only 
nineteen  at  the  time  she  claimed  he  had  struck  her  and 
subsequently  killed  her  friend  Wisniewska. 

It  is  impossible  to  imagine  that  Petrat  took  Drbuszenska  to 
“his  apartment”  only  to  strike  her,  and  I  could  not  believe  he 
took  her  there  only  to  twist  her  pigtails  around  his  arm  so  that 
he  could  raise  and  lower  her!  (Witnesses  subsequently 
testified,  in  fact,  that  Petrat  had  no  apartment  but  was  billeted 
with  as  many  as  twenty  other  enlisted  men,  which  sounds  far 
more  credible.)  Had  Drbuszenska  claimed  that  he  had  raped 
her  she  would  have  been  more  believable,  for  he  was,  after  all, 
twenty  and  she  nineteen  at  the  time,  and  also  very  attractive.  It 
further  struck  me  as  odd  that  in  a  regime  such  as  that  of  Hitler 
a  twenty-year  old  corporal  could  have  had  so  much  authority 
he  could  “kill  and  gas  people  and  nobody  would  do  anything  to 
him,”  as  I  discovered  Drbuszenska  had  claimed.  The  other  SS 
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personnel  at  the  camps  were  seriously  concerned  about  their 
responsibilities  to  their  superiors.  The  camp  commandant  of 
Buchenwald— hardly  a  junior-grade  officer— had  been  tried, 
sentenced  and  executed  because  of  such  abuses  of  authority, 
yet  Drbuszenska  had  blithely  attributed  the  power  to  kill 
prisoners  at  will  to  Petrat,  who  was  then  only  twenty!  Her 
statement  about  Petrat’s  authority  in  the  camp  was  obviously 
untrue. 

Her  later  testimony  is  also  completely  out  of  harmony  with 
her  earlier  statements  that  he  apparently  disliked  and  wanted 
to  harm  her.  If  this  were  so,  he  could  never  have  engaged  with 
her  in  the  gossipy,  teasing  form  of  small  talk  she  indicated  they 
frequently  shared. 

If  there  had  been  a  Zilenska,  the  prosecution  appeared  never 
to  have  bothered  to  contact  her,  to  have  her  either  submit  an 
affidavit  or  testify  in  person  to  corroborate  Drbuszenska’s 
story.  Since  there  was  no  one  else  to  confirm  or  deny  the 
accounting,  in  the  absence  of  a  third  party  the  court  had  to 
choose  which  account  they  would  believe:  Petrat’s  or 
Drbuszenska’s.  Given  the  atmosphere  of  the  time  and  place, 
there  was  never  any  question  that  the  court  would  choose  her 
statement,  even  if  Petrat  had  testified. 

The  court— and  if  not  the  court,  certainly  the  Review 
Authority— should  have  questioned  Danuta  Drbuszenska’s 
statements  about  the  fact  that  Petrat  was  always  lurking 
around  the  women’s  washroom,  where  he  would  be  at  any 
time  of  the  day  she  appeared  there.  Other  witnesses  testified 
that  he  was  a  “dog  leader,”  testimony  which  must  have  had 
some  degree  of  accuracy  since  it  was  logical  and  was  repeated 
by  diverse  sources.  Yet  despite  claiming  she  frequently 
encountered  Petrat  in  camp,  Danuta  Drbuszenska  did  not 
once  mention  his  dog.  One  wonders,  if  he  was  the  dog  leader, 
where  he  kept  his  dog  when  he  was,  as  she  alleges,  stalking 
her  in  the  camp.  Drbuszenska  stated  Petrat  was  always  there 
when  she  went  to  the  washroom.  This  too  is  impossible  to 
believe.  What  SS  camp  guard  would  be  allowed  to  loiter  in  a 
woman’s  washroom? 

Drbuszenska’s  testimony  is  clearly  that  of  a  woman  who  had 
been  used  and  then  rejected.  Such  instances  are  not  rare  (in 
the  Army  I  frequently  heard  the  cautionary  expression  that 
one  “should  not  play  around  too  close  to  the  flagpole”].  The 
defense  counsel  attempted  to  make  this  point  in  court,  but  in  a 
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court  so  biased  against  the  accused  he  could  not  have  hoped 
for  success. 

With  regard  to  the  other  accused,  I  noted,  with  regret,  that 
the  court  had  obviously  chosen  not  to  follow  the  lead  provided 
by  the  defense  counsel,  who  had  attempted  to  prove 
complicity  among  the  witnesses  against  the  accused.  The  fact 
that  three  witnesses,  and  possibly  four,  had  so  firmly 
identified  Hermann  Buetgen,  but  then  attributed  to  him 
another  function  in  the  camp,  one  which  applied  only  to 
Michael  Heller,  could  hardly  have  been  coincidental.  The 
testimony  of  a  fourth  witness,  Wincenty  Lipinski,  in  which  he 
identified  Hermann  Buetgen  as  another  of  the  accused,  was 
stricken  from  the  record.  There  exists  nothing  now  to  show 
either  why  it  was  stricken  or  with  whom  he  had  confused 
Buetgen.  We  shall,  therefore,  never  know  what  Lipinski  said 
or  with  whom  he  confused  Hermann  Buetgen,  but  it  is  quite 
likely  that  it  was  also  Heller. 

The  prosecution  had  made  one  direct  reference  to  the 
special  findings  during  the  proceedings,  when  toward  the  end 
of  the  trial  the  defense  counsel  had  moved  that  Lennert,  one  of 
the  accused,  be  acquitted  since  there  was  no  evidence  linking 
him  to  any  crimes.  The  prosecution  objected  to  this  motion, 
indicating  that  one  of  the  pretrial  statements  by  Lennert  had 
established  he  had  been  a  member  of  the  staff  at  Mauthausen 
and  was,  therefore,  guilty  under  the  common  cause  finding  of 
the  court  in  the  Altfuldisch  case. 

These  special  findings  were  introduced  in  every  subsidiary 
concentration  camp  trial  and  were  accepted  literally  by  the 
courts.  It  always  seemed  to  me  outrageous  for  anyone  to 
assign  guilt  to  an  individual  on  the  basis  of  where  he  worked, 
without  taking  into  consideration  that  the  individual  might 
have  been  ordered  to  work  there.  Such  a  finding  ignores  the 
fact  that  an  individual  might  have  been  strongly  opposed, 
philosophically  and  morally,  to  the  principles  according  to 
which  he  was  forced  to  perform. 

The  review  counsel  for  this  particular  case,  Louie  T. 
Tischer,  obviously  considered  the  special  findings  his 
authority  for  upholding  the  court’s  finding  of  guilty  in  each  of 
the  cases,  except  that  of  Stefan  Lennert.  He  began  and  ended 
his  review  by  citing  the  special  findings.  Although  Tischer 
made  mention  of  the  witnesses,  both  those  who  testified  in 
person  and  those  who  had  provided  extrajudicial  statements, 
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he  clearly  relied  on  the  special  findings  to  uphold  every 
conviction. 

At  one  point  in  the  trial,  the  defense  counsel  had  objected  to 
a  witness  whom  the  prosecution  had  called.  The  defense 
counsel  noted  that  this  particular  witness  had  been  sitting  in 
the  courtroom  two  days  earlier,  listening  to  testimony 
presented  by  prosecution  witness  Fosel  Schoeps  against  five 
of  the  accused.  The  court  considered  the  objection  and 
sustained  it,  denying  use  of  the  witness  to  prosecution. 
Evidently  the  court  did  not  consider  the  fact  that  Schoeps 
might  have  been  advising  all  the  other  witnesses  on  what  was 
transpiring  in  the  proceedings. 

Regarding  Hermann  Buetgen,  Tischer  noted  that  several 
witnesses  had  confused  Buetgen  with  Lennert,  but  he  brushed 
aside  their  confusion  and  went  on  to  rule  that  the  incidents 
subsequently  described  by  the  witnesses  were  committed  by 
Buetgen.  This,  I  felt,  was  hardly  conscionable,  for  the 
witnesses’  statements,  as  they  appear  in  the  record,  clearly 
indicated  they  were  lying.  These  false  statements  should  at 
least  have  raised  a  question  in  the  review  counsel’s  mind.  The 
evidence  presented  indicated  very  strongly  that  Buetgen  was 
not  and  could  not  have  been  at  the  stone  quarry.  One  also 
wonders  how  Heller  could  have  been  found  guilty  of  the 
crimes  the  witnesses  attributed  to  him  there  when  these 
witnesses  could  not  even  identify  him! 

On  the  basis  of  testimony  by  several  witnesses— Lipinski, 
Schmeling  and  Milonia,  a  former  Yugoslav  inmate— Michael 
Heller  was  sentenced  to  death  by  hanging.  Peda  and  Lipinski 
had  been  questioned  by  the  defense  as  to  whether  they  had  not 
discussed  the  case  outside  the  court,  only  to  have  the  two 
witnesses  respond  with  conflicting  statements.  Many  of  the 
prosecution’s  witnesses  testified  in  Heller’s  favor.  It  appeared, 
however,  that  all  the  positive  testimony  with  regard  to  this 
accused  — even  that  presented  by  the  prosecution’s 
witnesses— appeared  to  have  been  ignored.  One  such  witness, 
Barzinsky,  testified  he  had  made  a  new  uniform  for  Heller  to 
wear  on  his  furlough,  which  would  have  placed  him  outside 
the  camp  at  the  time  he  was  alleged  by  some  of  the  witnesses 
to  have  shot  and  killed  inmates.  But  this  testimony,  too,  played 
no  role  in  the  court’s  decision. 

As  I  had  expected,  Gustav  Petrat  had  been  done  irreparable 
harm  by  the  testimony  of  Danuta  Drbuszenska.  Not  only  had 
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the  court  never  questioned  her,  neither  did  the  review 
authority,  Mr,  Tischer.  He  quoted  her  testimony  entirely, 
although  he  did  mention  that  “she  appeared  to  be  slightly 
confused  over  one  of  the  details,”  which  he  treated  and 
overlooked  as  though  it  were  a  minor  incident. 

Other  than  for  his  blushing  in  court,  I  had  not  again  thought 
of  Gustav  Petrat  nor  ever  considered  him  as  a  human  being, 
even  during  the  trial,  but  I  was  suddenly  overwhelmed  by  a 
feeling  of  compassion  for  him  when  I  read  the  file  in  the 
archives.  He  was  a  man  who  was  sentenced  to  death  and 
subsequently  hanged  on  the  basis  of  testimony  which  was,  by 
even  the  admission  of  the  review  counsel,  flawed,  and  by 
other  testimony  which  failed  to  identify  him  conclusively. 

According  to  Petrat’s  statement,  he  had  been  transferred  to 
Mauthausen  because  of  wounds  he  had  received  in  the  war. 
Certainly  this  could  have  been  verified.  Even  if  the  court  and 
the  review  counsel  had  been  convinced  it  had  indeed  been 
Petrat  who  had  been  following  the  march  to  Gunskirchen, 
they  might  also  have  asked  themselves  if  he,  as  a  low-ranking 
SS  soldier  in  a  dictatorship,  had  not  merely  been  obeying 
orders. 

In  my  review  of  the  file,  I  sadly  noted  a  pathetic  sworn 
statement  submitted  by  Gustav  Petrat,  which  appeared  to  me 
to  be,  so  many  years  after  he  had  been  hanged  in  consequence 
of  his  duty  at  Mauthausen,  the  echo  of  a  lonely  young  ghost. 
The  statement  was  prepared  in  German  but  was  translated  for 
the  recipient,  since  it  was  submitted  to  the  Military  Governor 
of  the  U.S.  Zone  of  Occupation.  The  statement,  in  translation, 
reads  as  follows: 

I,  Gustav  PETRAT,  born  12  November  1924  in 
Wirballen/Litauen  [Lithuania],  presently  in  Landsberg/Lech, 
make  the  following  sworn  statement  after  I  have  been  informed 
that  this  statement  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  Military  Governor 
of  the  U.S.  Zone  and  that  any  false  statement  may  be  severely 
punished. 

1.  In  May  1944,  on  account  of  my  wound,  I  was  transferred 
to  the  guard  personnel  of  the  Mauthausen  concentration  camp 
and  served  there  as  dog  leader  with  the  16th  Guard  Company. 
My  rank  was  Corporal  (Hottenfuhrer)  in  the  Armed  (Waffen) 
SS. 

2.  On  10  May  1945,  I  was  taken  prisoner  by  American 
soldiers  in  Ried  near  Mauthausen  and  taken  to  the  Tittling 
camp.  When  I  got  there  I  was  mistreated  with  whips,  fists  and 
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feet,  as  was  the  general  custom  at  that  time  for  newly  arrived 
prisoners. 

3.  Like  many  others  I  was  quartered  in  a  potato  patch  in  the 
open  air,  so  that  we  all  were  exposed  to  the  weather. 

4.  On  26  May  1945  I  had  my  first  interrogation  there,  which 
was  one  of  the  most  memorable  of  my  entire  captivity.  Even 
before  they  asked  me  the  first  question,  they  struck  me  so  that  I 
collapsed.  After  I  had  managed  to  stagger  upright  again  in 
spite  of  my  weak  condition  and  aided  by  the  necessary  kicks 
from  the  interrogator,  the  real  interrogation  began.  They  asked 
me  questions  that  I  could  not  have  answered  if  I  had  had  the 
best  will  in  the  world  to  do  so.  I  was  to  state  where  the  leader  of 
the  Mauthausen  concentration  camp  was.  It  was  impossible 
for  me  to  give  the  information,  since  I  really  didn’t  know,  and 
as  a  little  corporal  I  couldn’t  know.  My  reply  loosed  a  hail  of 
blows. 

The  second  question  concerned  myself.  They  asked  me  how 
many  prisoners  I  had  shot  and  beaten,  to  which  I  replied 
truthfully  and  with  a  clean  conscience,  “Not  one.” 

The  interrogator  drew  a  pistol  and  threatened  to  kill  me  if  I 
did  not  tell  the  truth  immediately.  He  meant,  however,  that  I 
should  be  hanged.  I  told  him  again  that  I  only  spoke  the  truth 
and  he  could  kill  me  if  he  wanted  to,  that  at  least  I  would  be 
freed  from  the  whole  mess.  Then  more  blows,  and  with  a  push 
in  the  small  of  the  back  I  fled  [Sic.  This  may  be  a  typographical 
error,  since  the  German  text  in  the  original  statement  is  bin 
geflogen,  which  means  literally  “flew,”  but  should  be  translated 
“was  sent  out  flying”  or  “was  thrown  out.”] 

5.  On  9  May  [sic]  1945  I  was  taken  to  the  Moosburg 
internment  camp  with  about  80  other  prisoners.  On  7 
September  1945  I  had  my  second  interrogation,  in  Moosburg, 
at  which  they  asked  me  the  same  questions  they  asked  in  the 
Tittling  camp.  There  too,  I  received  blows  from  a  whip.  This 
consisted  of  a  wooden  handle  about  30  cm.  long  to  which 
leather  straps  had  been  fastened.  Since  I  had  to  answer  the 
questions  in  the  negative,  they  told  me  that  there  were  other 
ways  and  means  to  force  me  to  tell  the  truth.  Then  the 
interrogator  left  the  room  for  a  few  minutes,  and  returned  with 
a  second  interrogator.  Since  I  had  to  reply  to  this  man’s 
questions  in  the  negative  also  because  I  did  not  know  of  any 
killing,  he  struck  me  with  his  fists  and  theatened  to  “hang”  and 
“shoot”  me.  After  I  stuck  to  my  guns,  I  was  taken  back  to  my 
quarters. 

On  10  February  1946  I  was  transferred  to  the  Dachau 
internment  camp. 
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6.  There  I  was  interrogated  two  times.  At  the  interrogation 
on  21  June  1946  they  read  statements  to  me  that  said  that  I  had 
shot  eight  prisoners  in  the  Mauthausen  concentration  camp.  I 
was  to  sign  this,  but  I  vigorously  refused  because  I  never  shot  a 
prisoner.  After  repeated  requests  to  sign,  I  was  struck  with  fists 
and  kicked  with  feet.  They  put  a  paper  in  front  of  me  to  sign  in 
which  it  said  that  I  had  never  been  beaten  by  American 
interrogators  and  soldiers.  I  refused,  and  only  after  repeated 
blows  with  the  threat  that  I  would  never  leave  the  room  alive 
until  I  had  signed,  and  that  they  would  know  how  to  break 
down  my  obstinacy,  did  I  put  my  name  to  it. 

I  had  never  had  anything  to  do  with  the  court  in  my  life  and  I 
was  afraid  that  they  would  make  my  life  even  more  difficult. 

7.  In  January  1947  the  so-called  “line-ups”  commenced  in  the 
Dachau  Special  Camp.  I  was  confronted  with  prisoners  three 
times,  yet,  no  one  accused  me  of  the  least  thing.  The  man  in 
charge  of  the  line-up,  Mr.  ENTRESS,  told  the  prisoners  that  I 
was  said  to  have  shot  many  prisoners  and  beaten  them  to 
death,  whereat  only  a  burst  of  laughter  arose.  At  that  time  I  was 
22  years  old.  When  I  was  19V2  I  came  to  Mauthausen  as  dog- 
leader. 

A  former  prominent  prisoner,  Dr.  SANNER,  asserted  he  did 
not  know  me,  but  if  a  dog  leader  had  beaten  prisoners  to  death 
or  shot  them  that  would  certainly  have  become  known  in  the 
camp.  Many  other  former  long-term  prisoners  joined  in  this 
exonerating  testimony. 

8.  At  mid-July  1947  I  and  my  seven  co-accused  were 
presented  for  the  first  time  to  our  official  defense  lawyer, 
Major  William  A.  OATES.  To  his  question  whether  I  knew 
what  I  was  accused  of,  and  by  whom,  I  could  only  reply  that  I 
was  not  conscious  of  any  guilt  and  also  had  never  counted  on 
being  brought  to  trial,  since  I  had  never  mistreated  or  killed 
anyone. 

Major  OATES  told  me  that  he  too,  knew  nothing,  that  he 
could  not  get  a  glimpse  of  the  incriminating  papers  of  the 
prosecution,  and  therefore  he  would  have  to  go  by  my 
statements,  the  general  charge  sheet,  and  the  testimony  of  the 
prosecution  witnesses  at  the  trial. 

Since  only  the  prosecution  had  access  to  the  records,  my 
lawyer  did  not  see  them,  and  so  naturally  it  was  very  difficult 
for  him  to  prepare  a  defense.  Major  OATES  promised  to  do 
everything  he  could.  Also  I  gave  him  the  names  of  the 
witnesses  who  were  important  for  me,  and  who  themselves 
were  interned  in  Dachau. 

9.  On  15  July  1947  I  received  a  general  charge  sheet  and  was 
transferred  with  my  co-accused  to  the  Bunker  I,  Camp  Dachau. 
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It  was  impossible  for  me  to  procure  any  exonerating  material 
there.  One  was  cut  off  from  the  outside  world.  Letters  to 
relatives  or  acquaintances  in  which  something  was  said  about 
witnesses  or  the  approaching  trial  were  so  cut  up  that  the 
receiver  received  only  scraps  from  which  he  could  glean 
nothing.  For  that  reason  it  was  made  impossible  for  me  to 
procure  any  defense  material.  Requests  for  special  letters  to 
witnesses  or  prior  reports  to  the  defense  lawyer  were  fruitless. 

Already  in  little  things  they  were  making  the  procuring  of 
exonerating  material  impossible.  Also  the  time  before  the 
beginning  of  the  trial  was  far  too  short  to  obtain  any  material. 

10.  On  6  August  1947  the  trial  began,  and  lasted  until  21 
August. 

11.  The  prosecution  witnesses  had  every  support  of  the 
prosecuting  authorities.  When  they  were  shown  to  be  lying,  up 
jumped  the  prosecutor,  Mr.  Lundberg,  and  accused  the 
defense  lawyer  of  intimidating  the  witnesses  and  trying  to 
make  out  that  they  were  liars. 

12.  In  reality,  the  opposite  was  the  truth.  Defense  witnesses 
were  intimidated  by  the  braying  of  the  prosecutor  or  were 
branded  as  false.  It  happened  that  defense  witnesses  were 
threatened  and  beaten  by  foreign  former  prisoners  so  that  the 
former  had  no  more  interest  in  appearing  for  the  defense.  They 
were  afraid  that  they  too  would  be  accused  of  something, 
which  the  foreign  prisoners  were  quite  capable  of,  as  they 
hated  everything  German  and  were  out  for  revenge. 

13.  In  the  courtroom  were  Polish,  Jugoslav  and  Jewish 
prisoners  as  spectators  who  served  as  an  information  bureau, 
that  is,  during  the  court  recesses  they  told  their  comrades,  who 
were  still  waiting  for  their  interrogation,  everything  that  had 
been  discussed  during  the  course  of  the  trial.  On  the  basis  of 
this  information  the  latter  were  then  able  to  reinforce  the 
accusations  and  bring  to  naught  the  exoneration,  which  was 
scanty  enough  anyway. 

For  this  reason  it  was  also  possible  to  always  bring  out  the 
same  points  in  the  accusations. 

14.  The  questionnaires  we  had  filled  out  were  handed  to  the 
prosecution  witnesses  by  the  prosecutor  or  by  his  interpreter. 
In  this  way  each  exact  date  could  be  looked  up  in  order  to 
incriminate  the  accused  without  having  to  fear  that  a  false 
statement  was  being  made.  In  spite  of  this,  it  happened  that 
they  contradicted  themselves  in  cross-examination.  However, 
because  the  witnesses  were  under  the  protection  of  the 
American  court,  they  had  nothing  to  fear  from  perjury,  which 
they  committed  repeatedly. 
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15.  We,  as  accused,  had  no  right  to  give  our  opinion.  At  the 
beginning  of  the  trial  the  defense  lawyer  told  us  that  we  had  to 
keep  quite  still  and  the  questions  we  wanted  to  have  put  to  the 
witnesses  we  were  to  write  on  a  slip  of  paper  and  give  to  his 
interpreter,  Mr.  BARR.  I  did  not  understand  most  of  the  trial, 
since  I  am  a  Lithuanian  and  only  know  a  little  German.  I  had  to 
find  out  during  the  court  recesses,  from  my  comrades,  of  what 
I  was  accused. 

17.  [Sic.  The  paragraph  is  misnumbered  in  the  original 
document.]  There  was  no  final  argument  by  the  defense 
lawyer.  I  was  sentenced  to  death  on  21  August  1947,  The 
sentence  was  approved  on  26  June  1948. 

Landsberg/Lech,  10  September  1948  Isl  Gustav  PETRAT. 

It  is  now  late  to  be  considering  the  question  of  Petrat’s 
personal  innocence  or  guilt,  since  he  was  executed  in  1948. 
Apart  from  some  possible  exaggerations,  Petrat’s  statement 
must  be  considered  credible.  His  comments  with  regard  to  the 
witnesses  conferring  with  one  another  has  the  ring  of  truth 
and  confirms  what  the  defense  counsel  had  already  suspected 
and  had  indicated  to  the  court  during  his  interrogation  of  the 
witnesses:  that  there  was  discussion  among  the  witnesses 
about  the  testimony.  The  witnesses’  mistaken  identification  of 
the  accused  Buetgen  firmly  and  clearly  indicates  collusion 
among  the  Prosecution’s  witnesses. 

There  can  also  be  no  question  about  the  use  of  duress  and 
physical  force  by  the  interrogators.  This  was  confirmed  by  the 
review  of  the  Malmedy  case,  but  was  present  in  other 
American  cases  as  well.  There  were  certainly  American  legal 
personnel  who  were  disturbed  by  the  beatings  administered  to 
the  prisoners  in  order  to  extract  confessions  of  guilt,  but  for 
the  most  part  they  kept  silent.  One  investigator  who  did  know 
and  was  deeply  distressed  was,  surprisingly  enough,  Fred 
Fleischmann,  an  American  Jew  who  had  been  forced  to  flee 
Germany  during  World  War  II.  Fleischmann  later  complained 
bitterly  about  the  beatings  the  German  prisoners  were  forced 
to  endure. 

***** 

I  was  the  reporter  assigned  to  record  the  last  session  of  the 
Nordhausen  trial,  which  was  also  the  last  trial  session  held  in 
Dachau.  Following  that  I  left  Dachau  for  another  post  in 
Germany  before  returning  to  the  United  States,  one  month 
before  my  twenty-first  birthday.  I  subsequently  married. 
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fathered  three  childen,  and  spent  the  intervening  years 
attempting  to  provide  for  my  family. 

My  thoughts  often  return  to  the  Dachau  war  crimes  trials. 
My  memories  of  my  duties  there  have  remained  strong,  and, 
like  many  Americans,  I  continue  to  hear  much  about  German 
misdeeds  during  the  war. 

There  is  a  time  after  which  all  things  should  end.  The  time  is 
long  past  for  one-sided  recriminations  over  German  war 
crimes  and  concentration  camps.  As  anyone  who  worked  in 
Dachau,  impartially,  could  testify,  there  were  also  injustices 
committed  in  the  trials  instituted  to  punish  the  Germans.  The 
Americans  gave  the  defendants  less  than  due  process.  Jewish 
and  Polish  investigators  and  witnesses  took  vengeance  on 
many  of  the  accused,  some  of  whom  had  done  nothing  to 
them,  many  of  whom  they  did  not  even  know. 

There  were  many  innocents  in  Dachau.  Most  of  them  were 
not  permitted  free  departure  from  the  camp,  and  many  lost 
their  lives  to  the  executioners  at  Landsberg,  never  again  to 
return  to  their  homes  and  families. 
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DACHAU:  1933-45,  THE  OFFICIAL  HISTORY  by  Paul 
Berben.  London:  The  Norfolk  Press,  1975,  Hardcover,  300 
pages,  ISBN  0-85211-009-X. 

JOHN  COBDEN 

Sometimes  important  “revisionist”  works  are  produced,  not 
by  the  Revisionists,  but  by  believers  in  Exterminationist 
theory.  A  case  in  point  is  Arno  Mayer’s  Why  Did  the  Heavens 
Not  Darken?,  which  downplays  Auschwitz  as  a  center  of 
gassings  and  admits  that  most  deaths  in  the  camps,  including 
the  so-called  “death  camps,”  were  the  result  of  “natural”  causes 
and  not  from  gassings  or  executions.  Another  book  that, 
remarkably,  helps  the  Revisionist  case  is  Paul  Berben’s 
Dachau:  1933-45,  The  Official  History.  Dachau  begins  by 
positing  that  Dachau  was  an  “extermination  camp,”  then 
implicitly  demolishes  its  own  thesis. 

Berben’s  Dachau  was  first  published  in  1968  in  Belgium, 
then  republished  by  the  Norfolk  Press  in  1975  “on  behalf  and 
under  the  auspices  of  the  Comit6  International  de  Dachau.” 
The  C.I.D.  “represents  the  tens  of  thousands  of  deportees  who 
were  exterminated  in  the  death  camp  and  also  those  who 
survived.”  (p.  xiv)  It  is  incontestably  an  official  history:  the 
1975  edition,  which  is  reviewed  in  this  article,  contains  the 
statement  that  it  was  “published  for  sale  only  at  the  Dachau 
Camp  Memorial  Site.” 

The  book  subscribes  to  what  might  be  termed  the 
ecumenical  version  of  the  Holocaust,  according  to  which  not 
merely  six  million  Jews  but  millions  of  others— Communists, 
Slavs,  gypsies  et  al.  were  deliberately  annihilated  by  the 
Germans.  The  preface,  written  by  C.I.D.  leader  Major  General 
Dr.  A.M.  Guerisse,  G.C.,  D.S.O.  (alias  Lt.  Cdr.  Pat  O’Leary, 
R.N.),  claims  that  “Many  millions  of  people  suffered  the 
horrors  of  the  concentration  camps;  millions  were 
exterminated  in  them.  Their  crime  had  been  to  fight  for 
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freedom,  for  human  rights,  for  the  respect  due  to  each  and 
every  individual.” 

Dachau  begins,  however,  by  casting  some  doubt  on  its  claim 
that  the  concentration  camp’s  inmates  were  champions  of 
freedom  and  human  rights.  The  author  makes  it  quite  clear 
that  many  of  Dachau’s  inmates  had  been  sent  there  because 
they  were  common  criminals.  Nor  were  they  a  small  group. 
According  to  Berben: 

The  third  main  category  of  prisoners  was  the  “criminals.” 
The  S.S.  distinguished  between  two  groups  in  their  statistical 
summaries:  the  P.S.V.  and  the  B.V.;  but  both  wore  the  same 
badges.  The  P.S.V.  (Polizeisicherungsverwahrte)  were  criminals 
who  had  served  their  prison  terms,  in  some  case  many  years 
since,  but  they  were  considered  to  be  dangerous  and  were  held 


Chart  1: 

1940 

Number  of  Prisoners  Who  Died  at  Dachau  and  in 
Outside  Kommandos,  1940-5 

1941  1942  1943  1944 

1945 

January 

— 

455 

142 

205 

53 

2,888 

Februaiy 

17 

393 

104 

221 

101 

3,977 

March 

86 

321 

66 

139 

362 

3,668 

April 

101 

227 

79 

112 

144 

2,625 

May 

87 

322 

98 

83 

84 

2,226 

June 

54 

219 

84 

55 

78 

July 

34 

140 

173 

51 

107 

August 

119 

104 

454 

40 

225 

September 

134 

73 

319 

45 

325 

October 

171 

88 

207 

57 

403 

November 

273 

110 

380 

43 

997 

December 

439 

124 

364 

49 

1.915 

1,515 

2,576 

2,470 

1,100 

4,794 

15,384 

NOTE:  This,  chart  reprinted  from  page  281  of  Berben’s  “Dachau,” 
illustrates  some  interesting  facts.  Note  that  the  death  rate  in  Dachau 
fell  slightly  in  1942.  In  1943  the  death  rate  fell  almost  50  per  cent.  In 
1943  the  death  rate  was  at  an  all-time  low,  yet  according  to 
Exterminationist  theory  the  “final  solution”  should  have  been  in  full 
swing.  In  1944,  with  the  reappearance  of  typhus  in  the  camp,  deaths 
rose  dramatically.  Note  that  66  per  cent  of  all  deaths  at  Dachau  took 
place  in  the  last  7  months.  It  should  also  be  noted  that  in  the  winter 
months  of  1942^3  another  typhus  outbreak  hit  the  camp.  There  is 
also  an  unusually  high  number  of  deaths  for  March,  1944,  due  to 
Allied  bombings  of  Kommandos  which  resulted  in  the  deaths  of  223 
prisoners.  (See  p.  95). 
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in  the  concentration  camp  as  a  preventive  measure 
(vorbeugend)  .  .  .  The  second  group,  the  B.V.  (Befristete 
Vorbeugungsha/t;  often  wrongly  called  Berufsverbrecher, 
professional  criminal),  was  composed  of  men  who  were  not 
released  on  the  completion  of  their  prison  sentences  but  sent 
straight  to  the  camp.  (pp.  13-14) 

It  seems  very  unlikely  that  many  men  in  this  group  (even  after 
thousands  had  been  transferred  for  various  reasons  out  of 
Dachau,  there  were  still  759  criminals  in  the  camp  on  April 
26,  1945)  were  there  because  they  were  fighters  for  human 
rights. 

It  also  seems  unlikely  that  many  of  the  political  prisoners, 
especially  the  Communists,  were  advocates  of  individual 
rights.  In  light  of  the  atrocities  committed  by  Communists 
throughout  Europe  and  Asia  from  1917  to  1945,  and  beyond, 
it  is  certainly  naive  at  best,  and  a  lie  at  worst,  to  paint  these 
people  as  freedom  fighters.  Yet  most  of  the  prisoners  in  the 
camp  were  political  prisoners,  of  whom  a  large  percentage 
were  Communists  or  Communist  sympathizers.  A  camp 
census  taken  on  April  26,  1945  showed  that  43,401  prisoners 
were  there  for  political  reasons.  In  contrast,  the  number  of 
Jews  in  the  camp  was  22,  100;  128  prisoners  had  been  purged 
from  the  Wehrmacht;  110  were  incarcerated  for  being 
homosexual;  85  were  Jehovah’s  Witnesses;  and  1,066  were 
classed  as  “anti-socials.”  (p.  22 1J 
What  of  “the  tens  of  thousands  of  deportees  who  were 
exterminated  in  the  death  camp,”  according  to  the  author’s 
claims?  In  the  first  place,  Berben,  while  alleging  that  there  was 
a  homicidal  gas  chamber  at  Auschwitz,  states  at  the  outset  that 
“the  Dachau  gas-chamber  was  never  used.”  (p.  8)  Like  virtually 
all  Exterminationist  writers  who  claim  that  the  Dachau  “gas 
chamber”  was  never  completed,  or  completed  but  never  used, 
Berben  neither  offers  believable  evidence  that  there  actually 
was  such  an  installation  at  Dachau,  nor  explains  why 
numerous  Dachau  inmates  swore  that  thousands  had  been 
gassed  in  it. 

Dachau  does,  nonetheless,  offer  a  precise  figure  for  deaths 
during  the  war  years  at  Dachau.  According  to  a  chart  (p.  281), 
the  number  of  deaths  at  the  main  Dachau  camp  and  its  smaller 
outstations  totalled  27,839  for  the  years  from  1940  through 
1945  (again,  the  claim  that  some  238,000  inmates  perished  at 
Dachau,  once  exhibited  on  a  sign  at  the  entrance  to  the  camp, 
is  passed  over  by  Berben  in  silence). 
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An  analysis  of  this  figure  affords  some  interesting  insights. 
Of  the  27,839,  2,226  are  said  to  have  died  in  May  1945,  after 
the  Americans  liberated  the  camp.  In  other  words,  fully  eight 
per  cent  of  the  wartime  deaths  at  Dachau  took  place  in  a 
month  that  the  camp  was  in  the  hands  of  Allied  forces. 

If  one  were  disposed  to  citing  such  figures  without  regard  to 
their  context  (i.e.,  disregarding  the  reason  for  the  deaths),  a 
damaging  case  against  the  American  occupiers  could  be 
made.  According  to  the  figures  Berben  provides,  during  the  65 
months  from  January  1940  to  May  1945  27,839  prisoners  died 
from  all  causes,  working  out  to  an  average  of  428  per  month 
(see  Chart  1).  During  the  first  month  of  Allied  control  of 
Dachau,  therefore,  the  death  rate  was  400  per  cent  higher  than 
average. 

Doubtless  someone  who  felt  compelled  to  defend  the 
American  “liberators”  of  Dachau  would  quickly  establish,  and 
argue,  that  the  cause  of  death  was  not  an  American 
extermination  program,  but  the  continuation  of  the  contagion 
which  had  racked  Dachau  in  the  months  before  the  camp’s 
capture  at  the  end  of  April  1945.  Exactly!  Dachau  fell  prey  to  a 
devastating  epidemic  (of  chiefly  typhus)  from  the  end  of  1944. 
From  November  of  that  year  through  May  1945,  18,296 
inmates  died,  66  per  cent  of  the  deaths  during  the  war  years.  If 
one  includes  the  deaths  which  took  place  from  November 
1943  to  March  1944  (another  epidemic),  the  number  of  the 
victims  rises  to  19,605,  or  70  per  cent  of  the  wartime  victims. 

If  the  figures  in  the  official  history  are  correct,  and  deaths 
during  epidemics  taken  into  account,  we  are  left  with  8,234 
possible  victims  of  extermination.  But  Berben  makes  it  quite 
clear  that  sickness  and  disease  was  a  constant  problem,  and 
that  many  people  died  year  in,  year  out  of  such  natural  causes. 
He  also  points  out  that  numerous  individuals  committed 
suicide,  that  some  prisoners  believed  to  be  working  for  the 
Nazis  were  murdered  by  fellow  prisoners,  and  that  some  were 
killed  in  Allied  bombings.  Bergen  notes  that  in  March  1944 
one  Allied  bombing  of  a  factory  where  prisoners  worked  killed 
223  prisoners.  In  another  case  a  tunnel  collapsed  in  a  factory, 
killing  22  prisoners.  An  Allied  bombing  at  the  same  site  later 
killed  an  additional  6.  These  two  incidents  alone  account  for 
another  251  deaths  in  the  camp,  almost  one  percent  of  the 
total  deaths.  Bergen  also  claims  that  some  executions  took 
place,  mostly  by  firing  squad.  But  these  executions  only 
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account  for  a  very  small  percentage  of  the  deaths  in  the  camp, 
about  .0087  per  cent.  (p.  271] 

Berben  also  notes  that  Himmler  wanted  to  lower  the  death 
rate  in  the  camps  as  much  as  possible,  which  seems  odd  if  the 
extermination  of  prisoners  was  the  goal. 

The  death-rate  in  the  camps  forced  the  S.S.  to  take  notice. 
With  the  help  of  copious  statistics  they  watched  its  progress, 
not  to  save  human  lives,  but  to  economize  on  man-power.  On 
30th  September  1943  Pohl  informed  Himmler  that  the  number 
of  deaths  in  August  was  40  out  of  an  average  work  force  of 
17,300,  that  is  0.23  per  cent,  whereas  the  previous  month  the 
percentage  had  been  0.32  per  cent.  They  had  achieved  a 
reduction  of  0.09.  Results  were  obtained  from  other  camps  too 
Out  of  a  total  strength  estimated  at  224,000  in  August,  there 
had  been  4,699  deaths,  that  is  2.09  per  cent,  compared  with 
2.23  per  cent  in  July:  the  improvement  was  therefore  0.14  per 
cent.  Himmler  congratulated  Pohl  on  the  results  he  had 
obtained  even  though  they  were  difficult  to  check!  (p.  94-95] 

What  one  finds  in  this  official  history  of  Dachau  is  not 
confirmation  of  Exterminationist  theory  but  a  repudiation  of 
it.  It  is  quickly  evident  that  a  very  high  percentage  of  the  total 
deaths  can  be  accounted  for  in  terms  other  than  an 
“extermination.”  While  we  don’t  know  how  many  of  the 
remaining  non-epidemic  deaths  fell  into  “natural”  categories, 
we  can  rationally  assume  that  many  of  them  were  caused  by 
disease,  accidents,  suicides,  and  natural  causes.  The  last 
category  is  important  because  Dachau  housed  quite  a  few 
older  prisoners.  “Statistics  made  by  the  camp  administration 
on  16th  February  1945  list  2,309  men  and  44  women  aged 
between  50  and  60  and  5,465  men  and  12  women  over  60.”  (p. 
11)  This  admission  is  rather  significant,  since,  according  to 
general  Exterminationist  theory,  older  prisoners  often  were 
not  even  admitted  to  the  camps,  but  were  separated  from  the 
other  prisoners  immediately  upon  arrival,  then  gassed.  At  a 
camp  which  its  offical  survivors’  committee  calls  a  “death 
camp,”  however,  we  find  2,910  prisoners  of  advancing  years 
who  had  evidently  not  been  exterminated. 

Extermination  theory,  either  that  focussing  on  the  Jews  or 
the  broader  version,  has  long  told  us  that,  like  the  elderly, 
children  were  singled  out  for  death  immediately,  because  they 
were  incapable  of  working.  Dachau,  however,  also  housed  an 
unstated  number  of  children.  Berben  states  that  a  group  of 
prisoners  formed  an  unofficial  governing  body,  called  the 
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International  Committee,  and  that  this  group  started  a  school 
in  the  camp  for  the  children. 

As  has  already  been  mentioned,  there  were  times  when  even 
children  were  imprisoned  in  Dachau.  The  International 
Committee  saw  to  it  that  they  were  not  abandoned.  A  school 
was  organized  for  Russian  children  under  a  Yugoslavian 
teacher,  and  the  older  ones  were  placed  in  Kommandos 
[subsidiary  work  camps  of  Dachau]  where  they  were  looked 
after  by  prisoners  who  tried  not  only  to  keep  them  in  good 
health  but  to  teach  them  the  rudiments  of  a  trade  as  well.  [p. 
175) 

While  the  older  children  were  old  enough  to  work,  it  is 
unlikely  that  the  younger  children  in  the  school  were  doing  so. 
Thus,  according  to  Exterminationist  theory,  they  too  should 
have  been  immediately  killed. 

An  important  component  of  the  extermination  theory  is  the 
notion  that  prisoners  not  killed  immediately  were  subject  to 
“extermination  through  work,”  in  which  brutal  on-the-job 
drudgery  and  miserable  living  conditions  made  the  life  in  the 
camps  nasty  and  short.  Under  a  regime  intent  on  the  death  of 
all  Jews  and  other  “undesirables”  we  would  expect  very  little 
food,  medical  care,  and  other  necessities  to  be  available  to  the 
prisoners.  There  would  certainly  be  no  orders  to  lower  the 
death  rate,  just  as  there  would  be  no  elderly  or  sick  prisoners 
sitting  around.  Those  capable  of  working  would  work;  the 
others  would  have  been  put  to  death,  the  sooner  the  better. 
But,  as  described  in  this  official  history,  at  Dachau  the 
Germans  were  intent  on  keeping  the  prisoners  alive,  even  the 
sick  and  the  elderly. 

Living  conditions  at  Dachau,  as  described  by  Berben,  offer 
hard  evidence  to  counter  the  Exterminationist  theory.  Berben 
sketches  the  history  of  the  camp  from  its  opening  on  March 
23,  1933.  His  first  real  reference  as  to  living  conditions 
concerns  the  kitchen  at  the  camp. 

The  cleanliness  of  the  cook-house  caused  visitors  from  the 
Nazi  Party,  from  Junker  schools  [training  schools  for  future 
high-ranking  officers]  and  the  Army  to  remark  that  the 
treatment  given  to  men  classified  as  the  “dregs  of  humanity” 
was  much  too  good.  (p.  4) 

Living  conditions  in  the  camp  didn’t  suddenly  worsen  as  a 
result  of  a  decision  to  exterminate.  For  most  of  the  camp’s 
history  conditions  were  fairly  good,  considering  that  it  served 
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as  a  type  of  prison.  Berben  quotes  Wolfgang  Jasper,  legation 
counselor  and  member  since  1935  of  an  S.S.  cavalry  unit: 

We  found  the  camp  [in  1937]  and  the  huts  in  faultless 
condition  and  perfectly  clean.  The  prisoners  made  a  very  good 
impression  on  us  and  did  not  seem  to  be  at  all  hungry.  They 
were  allowed  to  receive  letters  and  parcels  and  had  a  canteen 
where  they  could  buy  things.  There  were  also  cultural 
activities  available,  (p.  43) 

The  food  situation  should  be  investigated.  While  Berben 
constantly  speaks  of  the  lack  of  food,  his  own  book  contradicts 
his  claims.  Regular  meals,  though  Berben  always  claims  that 
they  were  inadequate,  were  of  course  provided  by  the 
kitchens.  Other  sources  of  food  existed  as  well,  and  they  seem 
to  have  been  rather  numerous.  Berben  notes  that  the  camp 
officials  actually  increased  the  number  of  meals  for  some  work 
groups  during  the  war: 

When  manpower  needs  became  pressing  during  the  war 
supplementary  food  was  sanctioned  to  increase  output  Certain 
categories  of  workers  were  given  a  much-appreciated  “second 
breakfast,”  called  Brotzeit,  consisting  of  an  eight  or  tenth  part  of 
a  loaf  and  2  ounces  of  sausage,  (p.  69) 

It  is  little  known  that  there  was  a  canteen  in  the  camp  from 
which  prisoners  could  purchase  food.  As  Berben  notes, 
“Money  brought  on  arrival  and  any  that  was  subsequently  sent 
to  a  prisoner  was  credited  to  him  . .  .”  (p.  60)  In  1942  a  system 
of  “gift  coupons”  was  instituted  and  the  possession  of  money 
forbidden,  because  it  was  believed  that  money  in  the  hands  of 
prisoners  would  make  it  easier  for  them  to  escape.  ‘The 
money  in  their  account  had  to  be  used  for  the  purchase  of 
articles  obtainable  at  the  canteen.”  (p.  60)  Berben  lists  some  of 
the  items  available  for  purchase: 

Beetroot  jam,  oatmeal,  sauerkraut,  dried  vegetables,  tinned 
mussels  and  fish,  cucumbers,  condiments,  etc.  were  on  sale . . . 
The  canteen  also  stocked  articles  such  as  needles  and  thread, 
and  particularly  lotions,  creams  and  perfume:  the  close- 
cropped  prisoner  was  invited  to  buy  something  to  put  on  his 
hair!  (p.  69) 

The  S.S.  is  condemned  because  it  “made  considerable  profits” 
from  the  canteen.  But  even  if  prices  were  extremely  high, 
“considerable  profits”  could  not  have  been  made  without 
considerable  sales.  According  to  Berben,  "A  large  selection  of 
goods  could  be  bought  before  the  war,  but  the  canteen 
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gradually  lost  its  importance,  and  little  by  little  reached  a  state 
when  it  could  offer  nothing.”  (p.  69) 

How  goods  disappeared  from  the  shelves  of  the  canteen 
seems  irrelevant  but  is  actually  quite  important.  Had  the 
National  Socialist  regime  decided  to  exterminate  prisoners,  it 
would  doubtless  have  closed  down  the  canteen  and  simply 
confiscated  the  money  the  prisoners  had  in  their  accounts. 
But  the  canteen  didn’t  suddenly  close.  Instead  it  “gradually  lost 
its  importance”  and  goods  disappeared  from  the  shelves  “little 
by  little.”  But  goods  disappeared  from  the  shelves  in  stores  all 
over  Germany  “little  by  little”  as  the  war  progressed.  We  may 
conclude  that  the  prisoners  in  Dachau  were  experiencing 
shortages  of  goods,  just  like  those  the  German  people 
experienced. 

In  addition  to  regularly  scheduled  meals  and  the  second 
breakfast,  and  what  prisoners  could  purchase  at  the  canteen, 
other  food  was  available  as  well.  “From  the  end  of  1942, 
however,  large  consignments  of  food  and  other  useful  things 
did  reach  the  camp  .  .  .”  Family  and  friends  of  prisoners  were 
sending  parcels  of  food  into  the  camp.  In  addition  to  these 
parcels,  ‘The  consignments  sent  to  the  Red  Cross  also  brought 
assistance  whose  beneficial  efforts  cannot  be  over¬ 
emphasized.”  Berben  said  that  the  Red  Cross  shipments  alone 
consisted  of  “thousands”  of  parcels.  Dachau  served  as  the  main 
camp  for  all  prisoners  who  were  clergy,  about  2,700  prisoners. 
According  to  Berben: 

Food  parcels  could  be  sent  to  clergy  and  the  food  situation 
improved  noticeably.  Germans  and  Poles  particularly  received 
them  in  considerable  quantities  from  their  families,  their 
parishioners  and  members  of  religious  communities.  In  Block 
26  one  hundred  sometimes  arrived  on  the  same  day.  (p.  151) 

The  clergy  continued  to  receive  the  “considerable  quantities” 
of  food  until  nearly  the  end  of  the  war. 

This  period  of  relative  plenty  lasted  till  the  end  of  1944  when 
the  disruption  of  communications  stopped  the  dispatch  of 
parcels.  Nevertheless  the  German  clergy  continued  to  receive 
food  through  the  Dean  of  Dachau,  Herr  Pfanzelt,  to  whom  the 
correspondents  sent  food  tickets:  the  priest  brought  bread  and 
sausage  with  these  and  sent  the  parcels  by  the  local  post.  (p. 
151) 

Thus  Berben,  while  lamenting  the  lack  of  food,  tells  us  that 
prisoners  had  regular  meals,  some  had  a  second  breakfast,  that 
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“large  consignments”  were  mailed  to  prisoners,  that 
“thousands”  of  parcels  arrived  from  the  Red  Cross,  that  food 
could  be  purchased  at  the  canteen,  that  the  clergy  received 
“considerable  quantities”  from  parishioners  and  that  this 
“period  of  relative  plenty  lasted  till  the  end  of  1944.”  All  of  this 
came  to  an  end,  not  because  the  Nazis  decided  to  starve 
people,  but  because  “the  disruption  of  communications 
stopped  the  dispatch  of  parcels.”  Yet,  in  spite  of  these 
admissions  that  large  quantities  of  food  were  available  to  the 
average  prisoner,  Berben  says  that  “legitimate  means  of 
obtaining  extras  were  available  to  only  a  limited  number  of 
privileged  prisoners.”  (pp.  164-165) 

Berben  tells  us  at  length  how  the  National  Socialist 
government  continually  expanded  medical  services 
throughout  the  war.  He  notes  that  when  the  camp  was  first 
built  in  1933  very  few  medical  services  were  available.  But  as 
the  camp  was  expanded,  a  hospital  was  included: 

. . .  Blocks  A  and  B:  they  consisted  of  an  operating  theatre  with 
modern  equipment.  Visitors  were  invariably  shown  these 
buildings,  because  they  proved  “the  interest  taken  by  the  S.S.  in 
the  prisoners’  health.”  (p.  104)  As  the  war  progressed  the 
demand  for  health  services  in  the  camp  increased.  In  1940  the 
hospital  was  extended  to  Blocks  1,  3  and  5.  But  it  was  mainly 
from  1942  onwards  that  increasing  numbers  caused  the  sick 
block  to  be  extended:  in  September  of  that  year  it  comprised  7 
blocks,  one  of  which  had  no  wards  and  was  reserved  for 
offices,  the  pharmacy,  the  laboratory  and  the  rooms  occupied 
by  the  experimental  departments.  In  the  second  half  of  1944, 
the  seven  blocks  were  linked  by  a  long  closed  corridor,  and 
then  the  three  blocks,  11  to  15,  were  added  .  .  .  (p.  104) 

The  hospital  care  given  to  prisoners  is  praised  continually  in 
Berben’s  official  history. 

The  accommodation  was  complete  and  modern,  and  in 
normal  conditions  specialists  could  have  treated  all  the 
diseases  efficiently.  Operations  were  performed  in  two  well- 
equipped  theatres.  The  laboratory  was  well  appointed,  and  all 
the  necessary  analyses  could  be  made  there  until,  at  the  end  of 
1944,  the  service  was  overwhelmed.  There  was  an 
electrocardiograph  and  the  very  latest  model  of  a  Siemens 
X-ray  apparatus,  (p.  104) 

The  author  states  that  the  increase  in  hospital  service  was 
beneficial  to  the  prisoners. 
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The  effect  of  these  changes  on  the  prisoners’  situation  was 
beneficial.  Generally  speaking,  there  was  good  understanding 
between  the  doctors  and  prisoner-nurses,  and  their  co¬ 
operation  achieved  good  results.  Thanks  to  the  doctors’ 
initiative,  backed  up  by  the  nurses  and  with  the  help  of 
workmen,  a  special  hut  was  built  between  Blocks  11  and  13  for 
the  tuberculosis  patients  to  take  open-air  cures.  Sputum  was 
examined  in  the  laboratory  and  most  of  those  prisoners  in 
whom  it  was  found  to  give  a  positive  reaction  were 
hospitalized  and  treated  by  rest  and  fresh-air  cures  and  given 
extra  rations,  (p.  106) 

Dachau:  The  Official  History  makes  clear  that  the  camp 
officials  attempted  to  keep  disease  to  a  minimum.  They 
attempted  to  enforce  certain  hygiene  standards,  which  of 
course  became  increasingly  difficult  as  the  war  progressed. 
Berben  writes: 

It  is  obvious  that  in  a  camp  where  thousands  of  men  live  in  a 
far  too  confined  area  and  in  deplorable  conditions  very  strict 
hygiene  was  vital.  In  the  early  years,  when  numbers  were  still 
relatively  low  and  arrivals  were  in  small  groups,  adequate 
precautions  could  be  taken.  “The  newcomers  went  to  the 
showers,  were  cropped,  given  clothes  and  underwear, 
wretched,  it  is  true,  but  laundered.”  The  rooms  were  not 
overcrowded.  The  orders  concerning  the  upkeep  of  the 
premises,  clothing  and  bodily  cleanliness  were  irksome  and 
prompted  the  bullying  of  prisoners,  but  all  in  all  they  were 
useful  because  the  vast  majority  of  the  prisoners  realized  that  if 
they  were  to  stand  any  chance  of  survival  they  would  have  to 
conform  to  strict  rules.  They  knew  that  they  could  of  course 
expect  nothing  from  the  camp  authorities;  when  hygienic 
precautions  were  laid  down,  it  was  merely  to  protect  the  S.S. 
staff  and  to  have  the  maximum  labour  force,  (p.  109) 

Even  a  cursory  read  of  Dachau:  The  Official  History  shows 
that  conditions  were  fairly  decent  and  only  fell  apart  near  the 
end  of  the  war,  when  all  of  Germany  was  in  chaos. 

Besides  admitting  that  large  amounts  of  food  and  generally 
good  medical  care  were  available,  Berben  provides  interesting 
information  as  to  recreational  activities  for  Dachau  inmates. 
According  to  this  official  historian,  the  prisoners  had  Sundays 
off  for  leisure  and  culture.  He  tells  us  that  on  Sunday 
afternoons  the  prisoners  were  allowed  to  play  games,  but  that 
was  stopped  in  1938.  In  1941,  however  “this  permission  was 
granted  again,  and  there  were  cultural  activities  as  well.  On 
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Sundays  a  certain  amount  of  freedom  was  allowed  for 
amusements.” 

Theatrical  entertainments,  concerts,  revues  and  lectures 
were  arranged  too.  Among  the  thousands  of  men  who  lived  in 
the  camp  there  were  all  sorts  of  talents,  great  and  small,  to  be 
found:  famous  musicians,  good  amateur  musicians,  theatre 
and  music-hall  artists.  Many  of  these  men  devoted  their  time  in 
the  most  admirable  way  to  gain  a  few  moments  of  escape  for 
their  comrades  in  misery,  and  to  keep  up  their  morale.  And 
these  activities  helped  too  to  create  a  feeling  of  fellowship. 
During  the  last  months  there  were  also  a  few  film  shows,  about 
once  a  fortnight,  (page  72) 

In  addition  to  these  forms  of  entertainment,  “The  camp  had  a 
library  which  started  in  a  modest  way  but  which  eventually 
stocked  some  fifteen  thousand  volumes  .  .  .  There  was  a  very 
varied  choice,  from  popular  novels  to  the  great  classics,  and 
scientific  and  philosophical  works.”  (p.  72)  Berben  also  notes 
that  “some  men  in  spite  of  their  miserable  convicts’  existence 
nevertheless  found  the  energy  to  take  an  interest  in  the  arts,  in 
science  and  in  philosophical  problems.”  (p.  73)  And  if  the 
library  was  insufficient  to  meet  the  reading  needs  of  the 
prisoner,  “A  prisoner  could  subscribe  to  newspapers  and 
various  publications  .  .  .”  (p.  75)  Newspaper  subscriptions 
were  allowed  right  up  until  the  very  end  of  the  war.  (p.  180) 
An  interesting  feature  of  Dachau,  regarding  prisoner 
recreation,  was  the  brothel  established  for  the  prisoners. 

During  the  summer  of  1943  [note  that  the  exterminations  are 
alleged  to  have  been  going  full-steam  at  this  time]  Himmler 
ordered  the  setting-up  of  brothels  in  concentration  camps, 
called  Sonderbau  (special  building).  His  aim  was  to  solve  the 
sexual  problem,  combat  homosexual  practices,  and  increase 
the  workers’  output  ...  In  mid-December  1944  there  were 
thirteen  of  these  women  in  Dachau,  (p.7) 

Somehow,  the  vision  of  a  brothel  for  prisoners  doesn’t  fit  in 
with  a  policy  of  exterminating  all  prisoners. 

The  treatment  of  the  clergy  warrants  some  special  attention. 
Under  general  German  policy  most  clergymen  who  came 
under  arrest  were  transferred  to  Dachau,  the  total  number 
reaching  2,720.  According  to  Berben: 

On  15th  March  1941  the  clergy  were  withdrawn  from  work 
Kommandos  on  orders  from  Berlin,  and  their  conditions 
improved.  They  were  supplied  with  bedding  of  the  kind  issued 
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to  the  S.S.,  and  Russian  and  Polish  prisoners  were  assigned  to 
look  after  their  quarters.  They  could  get  up  an  hour  later  than 
the  other  prisoners  and  rest  on  their  beds  for  two  hours  in  the 
morning  and  afternoon.  Free  from  work,  they  could  give 
themselves  to  study  and  to  meditation.  They  were  given 
newspapers  and  allowed  to  use  the  library.  Their  food  was 
adequate;  they  sometimes  received  up  to  a  third  of  a  loaf  of 
bread  a  day;  there  was  even  a  period  when  they  were  given  half 
a  litre  of  cocoa  in  the  morning  and  a  third  of  a  bottle  of  wine 
daily,  (p.  147) 

While  work  was  not  required  from  clergymen,  some  of  them 
did  volunteer  as  nurses  in  the  hospital  beginning  in  1943.  This 
proved  fatal,  since  typhus  was  ravaging  the  camp  at  that  time. 
Berben  notes  that  “Several  of  them  fell  victim  to  their 
devotion,  as  this  was  the  time  when  typhus  was  raging  in  the 
camp.”  (p.  151) 

The  clergy  also  persuaded  the  camp  officials  to  build  a 
chapel  for  religious  services.  Prior  to  this,  services  were  held 
in  the  camp’s  prisoner  barracks.  “The  patient  work  by  clergy 
and  lay  people  alike  had  in  the  end  achieved  a  miracle.  The 
chapel  was  20  metres  long  by  9  wide  and  could  hold  about  800 
people,  but  often  more  than  a  thousand  crowded  in.”  (p.  153) 
Services  were  held  all  day  long  on  Sundays,  with  one  service 
immediately  following  another,  (p.  154)  In  the  last  days  in  the 
camp  the  chapel  became  somewhat  controversial.  As 
prisoners  from  the  camps  near  the  front  were  evacuated  to  the 
interior,  the  camp  became  increasingly  overcrowded.  When 
health  care  broke  down,  typhus  began  to  take  an  incredible 
toll.  Relieving  overcrowding  was  one  way  of  helping  stem  the 
disease.  Camp  officials  asked  the  clergy  for  permission  to 
convert  the  chapel  into  housing  in  an  attempt  to  improve 
living  conditions.  “. . .  the  suggestion  was  put  to  the  clergy  that 
they  should  give  it  [the  chapel]  up  in  order  to  combat  the 
shortage  of  accommodation,  which  was  becoming  disastrous.” 
(p.  154)  The  clergy  were  adamant  that  they  would  not 
surrender  the  chapel  even  to  save  lives.  They  argued  that  not 
all  the  buildings  in  the  camp  were  being  used  to  house 
prisoners  and  suggested  that  instead  of  the  large  chapel  the 
smaller  cobbler’s  shop  and  the  brothel  be  converted  into 
housing.  They  also  argued  that  the  chapel  could  only  house 
250,  “which  was  nothing  compared  with  the  continuous 
intake  of  prisoners.”  The  clergy  had  the  final  word.  The  camp 
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officials  acceded  to  their  wishes  “and  the  chapel  was  retained 
to  the  last.”  (p.  154) 

While  the  day  to  day  treatment  of  prisoners,  as  described  by 
Berben,  doesn’t  seem  to  fit  a  pattern  of  extermination,  charges 
of  medical  experiments  do  raise  legitimate  concern.  The  camp 
was  a  center  for  medical  experiments  studying  the  effects  of 
malaria,  high  altitudes  and  freezing.  Abuses  in  experiments 
should  rightfully  be  condemned  in  the  strongest  of  terms. 
Much  of  Berben’s  case,  however,  rests  on  the  testimony  of  one 
Walter  Neff.  Neff  was  a  prisoner  who  worked  as  an  assistant 
to  Dr.  Sigmund  Rascher  in  the  camp.  According  to  Neff 
medical  experiments  were  conducted  on  180  to  200  prisoners. 
He  testified  that  10  prisoners  were  volunteers,  and  that  most 
of  the  other  prisoners,  with  the  exception  of  about  40,  had 
been  condemned  to  death.  During  the  course  of  the  medical 
experiments,  he  said,  70  to  80  prisoners  died.  Berben  does  not 
make  clear  how  many  of  these  70  to  80  prisoners  had  already 
been  “condemned  to  death.” 

Neff  worked  with  Dr.  Rascher  from  the  beginning  of  1941. 
He  was  released  from  camp  custody  as  a  prisoner,  on  the 
condition  that  he  continue  working  with  the  doctor.  Berben 
notes  that  Neff  would  regularly  report  to  the  camp  for  duty  in 
uniform,  and  carried  a  pistol.  In  his  testimony  Neff  claimed 
that  he  worked  in  the  interest  of  the  prisoners  and  tried  to 
sabotage  the  work  of  the  doctor.  He  also  claimed  that  he 
helped  in  a  “revolt”  in  the  town  of  Dachau  a  few  days  before 
the  American  forces  arrived.  Berben  notes  that  Neffs  “role  in 
his  dealings  with  Rascher  never  seems  to  be  very  clear,  nor  the 
part  he  played  in  choosing  the  subjects  for  experiments.”  (p. 
127)  Yet  Neff  is  the  source  for  much  of  the  “evidence”  of 
medical  experiments  at  Dachau. 

According  to  Berben: 

The  most  terrible  experiment  at  which  Neff  was  present  was 
one  carried  out  on  two  Russian  officers.  They  were  taken  from 
the  Bunker  and  plunged  naked  into  a  tank  [of  freezing  water]  at 
about  4  p.m„  and  they  held  out  for  almost  five  hours.  Rascher 
had  leveled  his  revolver  at  Neff  and  a  young  Polish  aide  who 
tried  to  give  the  two  wretches  chloroform.  Dr.  Romberg 
considered  the  whole  episode  as  described  by  Neff  during  the 
trial  to  be  improbable;  in  his  view,  the  subject  of  such 
experiments  is  stiff  and  incapable  of  making  a  movement  or 
uttering  a  word  after  10  or  20  minutes,  whereas,  according  to 
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Neff,  the  two  officers  were  still  talking  to  one  another  during 
the  third  hour  and  bade  each  other  farewell,  (p.  133) 

Neff  had  no  opportunity  to  face  the  man  he  charged  with 
these  crimes.  Rascher  was  arrested  by  the  German  police  and 
himself  imprisoned  at  Dachau.  Berben  and  Neff  both 
claim  that  Rascher  was  executed  by  the  Germans  at  Dachau. 
Both  point  out  that  he  was  shot  to  death,  and  not  gassed. 

Accepting  the  medical  experiments  as  fact  does  not 
impeach  the  case  made  by  Revisionists.  These  experiments 
were  quite  limited  in  scope  and  included  a  very  small  fraction 
of  the  prisoners.  Most  of  the  prisoners  chosen  had  been 
sentenced  to  death. 

Berben  lets  on  that  German  authorities  were  concerned 
with  abuses  by  camp  personnel.  Commandant  Alex 
Piorkowski,  according  to  Berben,  “rarely  entered  the 
prisoners’  camp.  He  was  not  active,  and  left  most  things  in  the 
hands  of  his  subordinates.  They  were  given  a  free  reign  and 
could  treat  prisoners  at  they  wished.”  (p.  48)  But  Piorkowski 
was  removed  from  his  position  on  September  1,  1942,  and 
later  expelled  from  the  Nazi  party.  He  was  replaced  by  Martin 
Weiss,  former  commandant  of  the  Neuengamme 
concentration  camp.  Berben  notes  that: 

Some  people  emphasize  that  he  [Weiss]  introduced  a  number 
of  humane  changes  in  camp  administration  and  that  he  took  a 
personal  interest  in  seeing  that  his  orders  were  carried  out.  He 
forbade  Kapos  [prisoners  in  charge  of  the  camp]  and  Seniors  to 
strike  other  prisoners  arbitrarily;  he  personally  inspected 
reports  of  punishments;  he  decided  the  level  of  these  sanctions 
and  was  present  when  they  were  administered  so  as  to  prevent 
abuses.  According  to  “privileged”  prisoners  [clergy,  high- 
ranking  individuals,  etc.]  he  often  showed  consideration  and 
obtained  a  good  deal  of  relief  for  them  [p.  49). 

Weiss  left  the  camp  to  take  control  of  the  Lublin  camp  on 
November  1,  1943  and  was  replaced  by  Wilhelm  Weiter. 
Things  seemed  to  remain  in  the  status  quo  under  Weiter. 
Berben  says,  “Few  changes  were  made  in  the  camp  due  to  any 
personal  action  of  his.”  (p.  50) 

Conditions  under  Weiss  must  have  been  fairly  decent. 
According  to  Berben,  “In  spite  of  the  great  number  of 
witnesses  who  spoke  for  him  during  the  postwar  Dachau  trial, 
Weiss  was  condemned  to  death  and  executed.”  It  would  have 
been  highly  unlikely,  particularly  in  the  highly  charged 
postwar  atmosphere,  for  a  “great  number  of  witnesses”  to  have 
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defended  Weiss  if  he  had  been  a  monster.  It  is  also  interesting 
to  note  that,  after  moving  to  Lublin,  Weiss  was  promoted  to 
the  position  of  Inspector  of  Camps. 

Under  Weiter’s  command,  conditions  in  the  camp  remained 
fairly  decent.  Many  of  the  camps  did  suffer  under 
unscrupulous  officers:  the  National  Socialist  government 
convened  a  special  commission  to  investigate  camp 
conditions  and  the  honesty  of  the  officers  who  ran  the  camps. 
The  commissions’  findings  led  to  some  200  convictions. 
Investigations  of  camp  conditions  were  held  at  Dachau 
between  May  and  July  of  1944.  Berben  notes  that  Konrad 
Morgen,  the  judge  who  investigated  the  camp,  “thoroughly 
examined  all  the  internal  arrangements.  The  hospital  was  in 
perfect  order.  He  had  visited  all  the  buildings.  There  was  no 
significant  overcrowding,  and  what  was  specially  noteworthy 
was  the  astonishingly  high  number  of  medical  instruments  for 
the  treatment  of  the  prisoners."  (p.44) 

If  the  prisoners,  in  general,  were  not  being  purposefully 
murdered  by  the  Nazis  and  generally  enjoyed  tolerable  food, 
medical  care,  and  housing,  then  how  did  they  die?  The  answer 
to  that  question  is  relatively  easy  to  find  and  Berben  is  quite 
helpful.  His  official  history  of  Dachau  supports  the  Revisionist 
case  that  has  been  made  since  Rassinier,  and  decisively 
refutes  ongoing  attempts  to  make  the  scenes  the  Americans 
discovered  at  the  camp  the  result  of  deliberate  German  policy. 

As  the  German  government,  economy,  and  infrastructure 
collapsed  during  the  last  months  of  the  war,  badly  needed 
supplies  became  unavailable.  Berben  regularly  notes  how  food 
supplies  and  parcels  almost  disappeared  toward  the  end  of  the 
war.  For  instance,  he  tells  us  that  food  shipments  to  the  clergy 
“lasted  till  the  end  of  1944  when  the  disruption  of 
communications  stopped  the  dispatch  of  parcels.”  (p.  151) 
Medical  service  was  “complete  and  modern,  and  in  normal 
conditions  specialists  could  have  treated  all  the  diseases 
efficiently”  but  “at  the  end  of  1944,  the  service  was 
overwhelmed.”  Bunk  space  was  sufficient  until  the  last  few 
months  of  the  war,  when  the  huts  became  increasingly 
overcrowded.  The  key  factor  in  the  death  rate  for  prisoners 
was  the  German  breakdown. 

As  the  Allies  closed  in  on  the  center  of  Germany,  large 
numbers  of  prisoners  were  evacuated  from  camps  near  the 
front  and  moved  to  the  interior.  Dachau,  centrally  located  as 
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the  Reich  contracted,  became  a  key  camp  in  these  transfers. 
Thus,  while  food  and  medical  supplies  became  more  difficult 
to  obtain,  the  demand  at  Dachau  increased  as  prisoners  were 
transferred  there  from  the  other  camps. 

From  the  start  of  the  evacuation  tens  of  thousands  of 
prisoners  arrived  at  Dachau  in  a  state  of  terrible  exhaustion, 
and  a  vast  number  died  before  the  liberation  and  in  the  weeks 
that  followed.  These  massive  arrivals  caused  unparalleled 
difficulties  and  a  large  number  of  deaths  among  the  camp 
population,  particularly  as  a  typhus  epidemic  spread,  (p.  101] 

.  .  .  When  the  evacuation  began  of  camps  situated  in  areas 
threatened  by  the  victorious  advance  of  the  Allies,  the  horror 
surpassed  anything  that  had  been  seen  till  then.  (p.  100) 

The  overcrowding  could  be  quite  dramatic.  In  the  blocks 
selected  in  Berben’s  book  as  a  point  of  illustration,  the 
population  rose  by  49%  in  5  months  (see  chart  2),  this  during 
the  height  of  a  typhus  epidemic  in  which  the  number  of  deaths 
averaged  2,614  per  month. 

Berben  describes  how  the  disease  spread  throughout  the 
camp. 


Chart  2: 

Increase  in  Numbers  of  Prisoners  in  Certain  Blocks 
Between  28th  November  1944  and  26  April  1945 
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Finally  exanthematous  typhus  came  to  this  block  [Block  30, 
where  invalids  and  some  of  the  older  prisoners  were  kept]  as 
well;  it  had  thus  jumped  across  the  Lagerstrasse  and  traveled 
through  the  unevenly  numbered  blocks  to  the  west  wing.  In 
short,  writes  Msgr.  Neuhausler,  “what  happened  from  the  end 
of  December  1944  and  in  January  and  February  1945  in  the 
Dachau  concentration  camp  constitutes  one  of  the  most 
frightful  tragedies  in  the  history  of  all  concentration  camps.” 

(p.  108) 

But  typhus  wasn’t  the  only  disease  camp  officials  had  to 
cope  with. 

Digestive  ailments  were  very  widespread,  especially 
diarrhea  and  persistent  enteritis,  which  could  only  have  been 
cured  by  an  appropriate  diet.  Most  of  the  prisoners  suffered 
from  oedema,  which  led  to  frequent  abrasions  around  the  feet; 
when  infected,  these  caused  painful  phlegmons.  There  were  all 
kinds  of  pulmonary  infections,  including  pneumonia,  and 
infectious  diseases,  of  which  erysipelis,  very  contagious,  was 
the  commonest.  There  were  also  cases  of  diphtheria  and 
scarlet  fever.  All  these  illnesses  accentuated  the  patient’s 
general  debility  where  there  was  no  adequate  treatment  or  diet, 
and  fatal  complications  often  set  in.  (p.  102) 

Rampant  disease  killed  thousands,  “in  spite  of  all  efforts,” 
writes  Berben.  (p.  107)  If  extermination  were  the  plan, 
however,  why  make  such  efforts,  especially  in  the  very  last 
months  of  the  war? 

Even  the  Americans’  best  efforts  were  unable  to  stop  the 
disease.  As  we  have  already  pointed  out,  2,226  died  in  May, 
1945,  after  liberation.  Berben  concedes: 

However  eager  they  might  be  to  return  to  their  families,  the 
thousands  of  liberated  prisoners  had  to  be  realistic:  many  days 
would  go  by  before  repatriation  could  begin.  The  typhus 
epidemic  which  had  for  months  reaped  a  daily  toll  of  lives  had 
to  be  checked,  so  that  it  should  not  spread  to  the  civilian  and 
military  population.  Inevitably,  the  camp  had  to  be  put  into 
quarantine  until  further  notice,  (p.  197). 

The  Allies  were  hampered  in  their  efforts  for  the  same  reasons 
the  Germans  were  incapable  of  ending  the  disease:  “for  want 
of  hospitals  and  medicines.”  (p.  198)  Even  after  the  quarantine 
was  lifted,  May  12,  deaths  continued  due  to  disease.  This 
official  history  notes  that  an  additional  200  died  in  the  camp 
between  June  1  and  June  16.  Berben  also  notes  that  in  spite  of 
liberation  food  “continued  to  give  grounds  for  serious 
concern.” 


502 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


The  death  toll,  particularly  near  the  end  of  the  war,  was 
high.  According  to  Berben,  the  victims  totaled  27,839  out  of  a 
camp  population  of  168,433  for  the  years  1940-45.  Thus, 
during  the  years  of  the  most  devastating  war  ever  known,  the 
death  rate  at  Dachau  was  16.6%.  This  is  unquestionably  high, 
but  is  still  probably  much  lower  than  what  is  assumed  by  the 
public  after  decades  of  propaganda.  The  Dachau  death  rate  is 
rather  low,  compared  to  other  wartime  catastrophes.  The 
death  rate  in  central  Hamburg,  in  one  night  of  Allied  bombing, 
more  than  doubled  the  wartime  death  rate  for  Dachau.  Paul 
Johnson,  in  his  massive  history  Modern  Times,  notes  that  .  . 
in  one  night  alone  fatal  casualties  in  the  four  fire-storm 
districts  were  40,000  or  up  to  37.65%  of  the  total  population.” 
(p.  403)  The  infamous  fire  bombings  of  the  civilian  targets  of 
Dresden  resulted  in  an  even  greater  percentage  of  casualties. 
David  Irving,  in  The  Destruction  of  Dresden,  writes: 

If  a  death-rate  of  this  scale  [367.5  per  thousand]  could  have 
been  possible  in  a  city  like  Hamburg,  where  the  most  elaborate 
air-raid  precautions  had  been  taken,  it  seems  not  unreasonable 
to  assume  at  least  the  same  proportion  and  very  probably  a 
higher  proportion  of  fatalities  during  the  triple  blow  on 
Dresden  .  .  .  (p.  229) 

The  death  rates  in  these  two  civilian  centers  were  quite 
high,  as  were  the  rates  in  various  armed  forces  in  Europe.  For 
instance,  the  German  military  lost  34.3%  of  its  personnel. 
Death  rates  were  equally  high,  or  higher,  for  the  armies  of 
such  nations  as  Poland,  the  Soviet  Union,  Yugoslavia, 
Finland,  Hungary,  and  Rumania.  Since  most  of  the  prisoners 
in  Dachau  were  non-Jews,  we  can  assume  that  many  of  them, 
if  they  hadn’t  been  incarcerated  in  the  camp,  would  have  been 
drafted  into  the  German  military.  It  is  certainly  one  of  the 
strange  facts  of  the  war  that  those  prisoners  who  joined  the 
German  army  to  escape  the  camp  (certain  criminal  and 
political  prisoners  were  eventually  allowed  to  do  so)  actually 
doubled  their  odds  of  dying. 

Nor  should  one  forget  that  about  16,500,000  Germans  and 
ethnic  Germans  were  expelled  from  eastern  Germany  and 
Eastern  Europe  by  the  Allies,  many  of  them  forced  to  flee  on 
foot  to  Germany.  Of  some  17,000,000  eastern  Germans,  a  total 
of  3,211,000  died  during  wartime  flight  and  postwar 
expulsion,  representing  a  figure  of  18.89  percent.  (Nemesis  at 
Potsdam,  Alfred  de  Zayas,  Routledge  &  Kegan  Paul,  1979,  p. 
xxv) 
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While,  as  we  have  seen,  Berben  claims  that  the  Dachau  “gas 
chamber”  was  never  used,  he  includes  in  his  book  the 
confession  of  Dr.  Muthig,  Chief  Camp  Doctor  at  Dachau.  Like 
so  many  others  after  they  were  “interrogated,”  Dr.  Muthig 
confessed  that  “prisoners  unfit  to  work  [were]  subjected  to 
euthanasia  and  transferred  to  Mauthausen  concentration 
camp  to  be  gassed.”  (p.  275)  There  are  two  problems  with  this 
“confession.”  First,  as  Berben  so  amply  illustrates,  prisoners 
unfit  to  work  were  medically  treated,  given  extra  rations, 
offered  “open-air  cures,”  etc.  Secondly,  today’s  academic 
Exterminationists  concede  that  Mauthausen  was  not  an 
extermination  camp.  Berben  does  not  report  on  Dr.  Muthig’s 
fate. 

Berben  also  commits  some  eccentric  errors  when  it  comes 
to  listing  “death  camps.”  On  page  292  of  the  book,  he  prints  a 
map  based  on  one  made  by  the  Service  of  Research  and 
Documentation  of  the  Ministry  of  Public  Health  and  the 
Family  from  Brussels.  This  map  lists  six  “extermination 
camps,”  but  only  coincides  with  current  Holocaust  doctrine 
on  two  of  them:  Treblinka  and  Auschwitz.  Berben’s  map  lists 
four  camps  not  currently  claimed  to  be  “extermination 
camps”:  Soldau,  Pustknow  [sic],  Platzow  [sic],  and 
Theresienstadt.  Majdanek  is  classified  simply  as  a  con¬ 
centration  camp,  disregarding  Exterminationist  claims  that 
it  also  functioned  as  an  “extermination  camp.”  Sobibior  is 
listed  as  an  "independent  camp,”  a  term  left  undefined. 
Amazingly  enough  the  “extermination  camps”  Belzec  and 
Chelmno  don’t  even  appear  on  his  map.  One  may  certainly 
marvel  at  such  discrepancies  in  a  book  published  under  the 
auspices  of  the  official  committee  of  Dachau  survivors. 

Regarding  mortality  at  Dachau,  Berben  informs  us  that 
before  1943  any  prisoner  who  died  in  the  hospital  or  as  a 
result  of  a  “medical  experiment”  had  an  autopsy  performed. 
After  1943,  “post-mortems  were  carried  out  on  all  prisoners 
who  died  at  the  sick  block  or  elsewhere  in  the  camp.”  When 
the  typhus  epidemic  raged  through  the  camp  “they  had  to  be 
statisfied  with  a  few  bodies  picked  at  random.”  (p.  109)  Yet 
Berben  tells  us  that  “More  than  ten  thousand  autopsies  were 
carried  out  under  Dr.  Blaha’s  direction.”  (p.  109).  Where  are 
these  autopsy  reports  today?  And,  if  the  Nazis  were  following 
a  program  of  planned  extermination,  why  would  they  bother 
to  perform  an  autopsy?  These  questions  are  not  even 
addressed  in  this  official  history. 
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All  in  all  Berben’s  Dacha u,  1933-1945:  The  Official  History  is 
fascinating.  The  book  tells  us  that  the  prisoners  had  a  brothel, 
a  canteen,  Sundays  off,  church  services,  plays,  lectures,  a 
library,  newspapers,  concerts,  and  movies.  It  tells  us  that  they 
were  given  regular  meals,  some  even  receiving  a  second 
breakfast,  that  food  came  in  from  the  Red  Cross,  that  food 
parcels  were  sent  in  by  relatives  and  that  prisoners  could 
purchase  food  at  the  canteen.  It  tells  us  they  had  a  modern 
hospital  with  doctors  and  nurses  who  made  every  effort  to 
help  the  prisoners,  until  they  were  finally  overwhelmed  by 
disease  near  the  end  of  the  war.  It  tells  us  that  disease  was  the 
primary  cause  of  death  at  Dachau,  and  that  even  the  American 
liberators  lost  thousands  of  prisoners  to  disease.  While 
speaking  of  “the  tens  of  thousand  of  deportees  who  were 
exterminated  in  the  death  camp,”  Dachau:  The  Official  History 
establishes  that  no  such  extermination  took  place.  In  the  face 
of  continuing  propaganda  efforts  to  represent  Dachau  and 
other  German  concentration  camps  to  the  public  at  large  as 
centers  of  annihilation,  Berben’s  official  history  if  anything 
gives  authoritative  support  to  the  Revisionist  position. 


GORING:  A  BIOGRAPHY  by  David  Irving.  New  York: 
William  Morrow  and  Company,  1989,  573  pages, 
hardbound,  $22.95,  ISBN  0-688-06606-2. 

Reviewed  by  Henry  M.  Adams 

David  Irving  is  a  British,  non-academic  historian,  who  has 
published  many  books  in  English  and  German  on 
German  historical  developments  in  the  20th  century.  All  his 
books  have  been  based  on  exhaustive  research.  He  is  also  a 
lecturer  and  conference  speaker  in  English  and  German,  well- 
known  and  well-liked  for  presenting  the  historical  facts  as  well 
as  destroying  historical  myths  and  legends  in  hard-hitting 
style.  His  oral  and  written  presentations  are  dramatic.  Like  a 
dramatist,  he  submerges  himself  in  his  characters  so  that  it  is 
they  who  speak.  Only  the  evidence  of  his  sources,  exhaustively 
footnoted,  the  threads  of  history,  descriptions  here,  analyses 
there,  woven  into  the  narrative,  reveal  the  author. 

So  it  is  in  this  biography  of  Hermann  Goring,  Irving’s  latest 
book  in  English.  The  book  opens  with  a  thrilling  prologue, 
“Arrest  the  Reichsmarschall,”  and  closes  with  his  death. 
Throughout,  those  trends  in  German  history  which  shaped 
Goring’s  life  are  impressionistically  developed  from 
Wilhelmine  Germany  through  the  subsequent  periods  of 
German  history,  ending  with  the  Nuremberg  Trial.  The  author 
makes  clear  his  thorough  acquaintance  with  all  the  previous 
biographies  of  Goring,  from  1934  to  1986. 

After  the  prologue,  based  on  documents  looted  by  an 
American  captain  from  Martin  Bormann’s  desk  in  a  Berlin 
bunker,  reveals  the  attempt  of  Bormann  and  Hitler  to  arrest 
and  execute  the  Reichsmarschall,  and  Goring’s  fortunate 
capture  by  the  Americans  (based  on  records  of  the  American 
36th  Infantry  Divison),  the  story  of  Goring’s  life  begins. 

Hermann  Goring  was  born  in  the  Marienbad  Sanatorium  at 
Rosenheim,  Bavaria,  on  January  12,  1893.  His  father  was  a 
German  colonial  official;  his  mother,  a  simple  peasant  girl.  His 
godfather,  Dr.  Epstein,  was  a  Jew,  whose  Castle  Veldenstein 
was  the  romantic  setting  for  Hermann’s  boyhood.  Educated  at 
home,  at  boy’s  schools,  and  at  officer-cadet  school,  Goring 
entered  the  military  academy  at  Gross  Lichterfelde,  outside 
Berlin,  in  1910.  After  passing  his  leaving  exam  he  traveled  to 
Italy. 


506 


THE  JOURNAL  OF  HISTORICAL  REVIEW 


Dreamy,  physically  brave  and  romantic,  young  Hermann 
Goring  became  an  officer  in  the  infantry,  joining  his  regiment 
as  a  lieutenant  on  January  20,  1914.  The  contents  of  Goring’s 
personal  records  since  1905,  air  reconnaissance  reports, 
extracts  from  war  diaries  and  personal-mission  reports,  are 
delineated  by  Irving. 

When  the  war  ended  Goring  was  uncertain  about  his 
future.  He  decided  to  seek  his  fortune  in  Scandinavia.  His 
dazzling  good  looks  and  courtly  manner  won  him  easy 
acceptance  in  Swedish  society.  There  he  met  Carin,  Countess 
von  Fock,  who  was  married  to  a  Swedish  officer.  Goring  fell 
deeply  in  love  with  her,  she  with  him.  The  letters  they 
exchanged,  which  were  looted  from  his  train  at 
Berchtesgaden  in  1945  and  resurfaced  in  1988,  testify  to  the 
depth  of  their  love. 

In  1922,  penniless,  the  Gorings  began  a  romantic  existence 
outside  Munich.  Late  that  year  Hermann  heard  Hitler  speak 
against  the  Versailles  Treaty  and  joined  the  National  Socialist 
German  Workers  Party  (NSDAP).  In  February  1923,  one 
month  after  the  French  and  Belgians  occupied  the  Ruhr,  Carin 
and  Hermann  married.  Later  that  year  the  famous  National 
Socialist  Putsch  took  place  in  Munich.  Double  crossed  by  the 
Munich  authorities,  Ludendorff,  Hitler,  Goring  and  thousands 
of  marchers  were  met  by  a  hail  of  bullets  at  the  Feldherrnhalle. 
Goring,  badly  wounded,  was  able  with  Carin’s  help  to  escape 
to  Innsbruck.  Delirious  with  pain,  Goring  began  taking 
morphine.  Over  the  next  three  years,  he  would  become  an 
addict,  then  battle  free  of  his  craving. 

After  recovering  from  his  wound,  Goring  went  south  to 
Italy:  Hitler  had  ordered  him  to  make  contact  with  Mussolini. 
Hampered  by  his  morphine  habit  and  by  the  Duce’s 
unwillingness  to  meet  him,  Goring  decided  to  return  with 
Carin  to  Sweden  in  the  spring  of  1925.  There  Goring 
alternately  battled  and  succumbed  to  morphine,  entering  an 
asylum  for  the  criminally  insane  twice.  In  January  1927 
Goring  returned  to  Germany  for  business  and  political  reasons 
(he  rejoined  the  NSDAP),  while  Carin,  whose  health  was 
failing,  stayed  behind  at  a  sanatorium  in  Stockholm.  From 
Sweden  Carin  threw  her  fragile  weight  into  the  battle  for  her 
husband’s  survival,  writing  letters  that  are  the  most  moving 
documents  in  their  story.  “Abstain  as  long  as  you  can, 
Hermann,”  she  wrote.  But  once  again  Goring  returned  to  a 
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Swedish  clinic.  During  a  three-week  stay  in  September,  1927, 
he  was  able  to  vanquish  his  addiction.  After  spending 
Christmas  at  Carin’s  sick  bed,  Goring  departed  for  Germany  in 
January  1928. 

On  May  20th  GOring  was  one  of  the  12  National  Socialists 
elected  to  the  Reichstag.  His  poverty  was  at  an  end,  for  he 
received  500  Reichmarks  per  month  as  a  member  of  the 
Reichstag  and  800  as  Party  orator.  Carin,  although  still  in 
fragile  health,  was  able  to  join  him. 

Goring  now  came  into  contact  with  Erhard  Milch,  director 
of  Lufthansa,  and  became  his  “consultant"  at  1000  Reichmarks 
per  month.  (Irving  indicates  that  these  payments  were  out- 
and-out  bribes.)  The  Goring-Milch  relationship  runs  through 
the  entire  narrative.  Irving’s  account  of  it  is  based  on  Milch’s 
diaries,  papers,  and  his  interviews  with  the  author.  Soon 
afterwards  lucrative  consulting  fees  began  to  accrue  to  Gflring 
from  such  pillars  of  German  industry  as  BMW,  Heinkel, 
Messerschmitt,  and  Thyssen. 

As  the  National  Socialist  movement  snowballed,  Goring 
crisscrossed  Germany,  delivering  many  speeches  during  the 
election  campaign  of  September  14,  1930.  They  paid  off  when 
a  landslide  gave  his  party  107  seats  in  the  Reichstag.  Gdring 
became  deputy  speaker  (Vizeprflsident)  of  the  Reichstag  when 
it  opened  on  October  13.  The  only  blight  on  Hermann’s  career 
was  the  failing  health  of  his  beloved  Carin,  who  would  love 
him  to  the  end.  On  October  3,  1932  Carin  died  in  Stockholm. 

In  1933  began  Gbring’s,  Germany’s  and  Europe’s  years  of 
destiny;  they  were  to  bring  undreamed  of  power  and  wealth  to 
GOring. 

Irving  supplies  a  brief  description  of  the  Reichstag  fire  and 
Goring’s  embarrassment  at  the  subsequent  trial  of  Dmitrov, 
Van  der  Lubbe,  et  al.,  then  chronicles  Goring’s  rapid 
expansion  of  his  authority.  As  commissar  for  aviation  Goring, 
ably  assisted  by  Milch,  his  deputy,  built  up  the  Luftwaffe, 
banned  by  the  Treaty  of  Versailles,  into  a  powerful  air  force. 
As  Minister  of  the  Interior  of  Prussia,  GOring  founded  the 
Gestapo  and  set  up  concentration  camps. 

On  April  10,  1933  Gdring  created  the  Forschungsamt,  the 
Reich  intelligence  agency  charged  with  signals  intelligence, 
wire  tapping,  and  cryptanalysis.  Its  operatives,  chiefly  code 
breakers  and  analysts,  numbered  3500  or  more,  operating 
through  Germany  and  later  occupied  Europe  until  the  end  of 
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the  war.  Irving  draws  on  his  book  Breach  of  Security, 
coauthored  with  Professor  Donald  Cameron  Watt,  to  describe 
this  little-known  but  very  effective  intelligence  agency. 

1933  also  marked  the  building  of  Goring’s  baronial  hunting 
lodge,  named  Carinhall,  on  his  estate,  northeast  of  Berlin,  of 
lakes  and  forests  extending  almost  to  the  Baltic  sea.  There 
Goring  developed  a  wild  life  sanctuary  for  elk  and  buffalo. 
Carinhall  became  Goring’s  private  home,  containing  crystal 
chandeliers,  Flemish  tapestries,  pricelees  Old  Masters  and 
opulent  gifts  from  around  the  world,  all  meticulously 
catalogued.  Irving  suggests  that  Goring’s  problem  with 
morphine,  now  reappearing,  may  explain  the  speed  with 
which  he  abandoned  personal  honesty  and  began  to  accept 
political  gifts  and  bribes.  Goring’s  waking  thoughts,  Irving  tells 
us,  were  overshadowed  by  the  morbid  memory  of  Carin.  On  a 
visit  to  her  grave  in  Sweden  he  discovered  that  it  had  been 
desecrated  by  Swedish  Communists;  he  then  had  her  remains 
shipped  to  Carinhall  in  a  massive  pewter  sarcophagus,  in 
which  he  too  planned  eventually  to  be  laid  to  rest. 

On  June  30,  1934,  in  response  to  the  problem  of  the  Second 
Revolution,  Goring,  Hitler,  and  the  SS  replied  with  the  “Night 
of  the  Long  Knives,”  the  massacre  of  alleged  enemies  of  the 
regime— Ernst  Rohm,  General  Schleicher,  Gregor  Strasser  and 
others— some  of  whose  intrigues  were  revealed  by  the 
wiretaps  of  Gdring’s  Forschungsamt.  84  people  are  known  to 
have  been  liquidated,  including  Gustav  von  Kahr,  who  had 
double-crossed  Hitler  and  Goring  at  the  Feldherrnhalle  in 
1923.  After  President  Hindenburg  died  in  August  1934,  Hitler 
proclaimed  himself  Fiihrer  in  December  and  made  Goring  his 
deputy  and  successor.  On  April  10,  1935  Goring  married 
Emmy  Sonnemann,  with  whom  he  had  been  acquainted  since 
1932. 

By  the  mid-thirties,  the  authority  of  Hermann  Goring  was 
universally  respected  within  the  Reich.  In  1936  he  became 
economic  overlord  and  began  developing  the  Four  Year  Plan. 
The  new  economic  plan’s  secret  memorandum  by  Hitler  (with 
Goring’s  help)  called  for  a  German  army  and  a  war-ready 
economy  in  four  years.  Goring’s  economic  power,  and  his 
abuse  of  it,  was  illustrated  at  this  time  by  his  favoring  the 
famous  tobacco  firm  of  Reemtsma  for  government  purchases 
of  billions  of  cigarettes,  in  exchange  for  which  the  firm 
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contributed  15  million  Reichmarks  to  the  cultural  and  forest 
activities  of  Goring’s  estate. 

At  the  end  of  July  1936  a  letter  from  a  Spanish  officer, 
Francisco  Franco,  spurred  Hitler  and  Goring  to  send 
Junkers-52  transport  planes  and  their  volunteer  crews, 
disguised  as  tourists,  to  Spanish  North  Africa  to  ferry 
insurgent  troops  to  Spain.  In  studying  the  Luftwaffe’s  role  in 
the  Nationalist  victory  in  the  Spanish  Civil  War,  Irving  makes 
a  special  investigation  of  the  bombing  of  Guernica  and 
Picasso’s  famous  painting,  unearthing  startling  new  evidence. 

Goring’s  permanent  preoccupation,  by  this  time,  was  his 
new  enlarged  Carinhall,  with  its  own  private  animal  kingdom 
for  bison,  elk  and  other  fauna.  Irving  describes  Goring’s 
enlightened  game  laws,  and  quotes  from  Goring’s  hunting 
diaries  of  1936-37.  As  international  tension  rises  in  Europe, 
Irving  skillfully  interweaves  his  subject’s  personal  concerns 
with  his  political  and  military  roles.  Thus  the  International 
Hunting  Exhibition,  triumphantly  presided  over  by  Goring  in 
November  1937  in  Berlin,  is  described  around  the  secret 
“Hossbach  Conference,”  which  Irving,  unlike  some  other 
Revisionists  (see  The  Journal  of  Historical  Review,  Vol.  4,  No. 
3,  Fall  1983),  believes  to  be  accurately  summarized  by  the 
“Hossbach  Protocol.”  Irving  describes  hunting  visits  to 
Carinhall  by  such  sportsmen  as  the  new  British  ambassador  to 
Berlin,  Nevile  Henderson,  and  by  Britain’s  foreign  minister, 
Lord  Halifax. 

Irving  provides  an  incisive  account  of  the  Bromberg-Fritsch 
affair,  with  citations  from  Milch’s  private  diaries,  secret 
letters,  and  a  manuscrupt.  He  details  Goring’s  role  in  the 
Austrian  Anschluss,  from  Goring’s  disapproval  of  Hitler’s 
meeting  with  Schuschnigg  at  Obersalzberg  to  his  surprise  at 
learning,  through  one  of  the  Forschungsamt’s  telephone  taps, 
of  the  Seyss-Inquart  cabinet’s  immediate  approval  of  the  union 
between  Germany  and  Austria. 

As  the  Sudeten  crisis  unfolded  in  1938,  Gdring's  wife  Emmy 
gave  birth  to  a  girl,  Edda.  While  somewhat  mellowed  by  this 
event,  Goring  did  not  neglect  his  responsibilities  in  building 
up  the  war  economy  and  the  Luftwaffe.  Irving  recounts 
Goring’s  tough  confrontation  with  Nevile  Henderson  at 
Carinhall,  and  the  four-power  conference  at  Munich  which 
settled  the  Sudeten  crisis  peacefully. 

On  November  4,  1938  daughter  Edda  was  christened  by 
Reich  Bishop  Muller,  with  Hitler  acting  as  godfather.  A  few 
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days  later,  as  Goring  took  the  sleeper  back  to  Berlin,  he  noted 
fires  while  passing  through  Halle.  Goring  learned  the  reason 
in  Berlin,  where  he  drove  across  broken  glass  from  Jewish 
shops.  It  was  the  first  he  knew  of  the  nationwide  pogrom, 
which  Irving  attributes  to  Dr.  Joseph  Goebbels.  Irving 
contrasts  Goring  with  doctrinaire  National  Socialists,  who 
fought  the  Jews  at  every  level  of  their  existence,  whereas 
Goring  fought  only  certain  Jews  for  economic  reasons.  As 
Irving  reminds  us,  nobody  particularly  wanted  the  European 
Jews.  Up  to  October  1939,  Irving  points  out,  300,000  left 
Germany,  130,000  left  Austria,  and  30,000  left  Bohemia 
Moravia.  70,000  of  them  went  to  Palestine.  Two  thirds  of  the 
Jews  under  German  control  before  the  war  were  thus  allowed 
to  emigrate. 

By  January  1939,  according  to  Goring’s  diaries,  he  was 
politically  at  odds  with  Hitler.  He  was  opposed  to  Germany’s 
occupation  of  Czechoslovakia  in  March  1938.  The 
Forschungsamt  taps  reveal  the  growing  animosity  between 
Goring  and  Ribbentrop. 

Goring  doubled  his  efforts  that  summer  to  head  off  the 
coming  war  with  England,  which  he  opposed.  Irving  gives  a 
solid  account  of  his  unsuccessful  attempt  to  sway 
Chamberlain’s  men  in  London.  In  August  1939  a  Swedish 
manufacturer,  Birger  Dahlerus,  began  to  act  as  a  secret 
unofficial  link  between  Goring  and  Neville  Chamberlain. 
According  to  Dahlerus,  the  British  Foreign  Office  rejected  a 
reasonable  settlement  in  1939.  Meanwhile,  Ribbentrop  went 
to  Moscow  and  reached  an  agreement  with  Stalin,  while 
London  abided  by  its  guarantee  to  Poland:  on  2  September 
Chamberlain  declared  war  on  Germany.  Irving  provides  a 
detailed  analysis  and  description  of  the  persons  and  events 
involved. 

During  the  war,  Gdring’s  popularity  with  the  German  public 
remained  intact.  Thanks  to  the  Luftwaffe’s  achievements  in 
the  first  years,  his  relations  with  Hitler  were  at  first 
satisfactory.  Goring  detested  the  senseless  destruction  of  war, 
and  he  continued  diplomatic  overtures  to  Britain,  which 
remained  unsuccessful.  Irving  describes  the  British  and 
German  invasions  of  Norway,  (from  the  planning  for  which 
Gdring  was  first  excludedj,  then  describes  Gdring’s  plans  for 
air  attacks  against  the  Dutch,  Belgian,  and  French 
fortifications. 
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As  the  German  victory  in  the  West  unfolded,  Goring 
established  his  luxurious  special  train,  code-named  Asia,  and 
air  force  headquarters  at  Kurftirst  outside  Berlin.  The  initial 
success  of  Goring’s  air  force  was  outstanding,  although  it 
failed  to  destroy  the  British  Expeditionary  Force  at  Dunkirk. 
On  May  30,  1940  Goring  left  France  for  Potsdam,  unaware  of 
the  escape  of  the  British  and  French.  After  the  defeat  of 
France,  Goring  believed  the  war  had  been  won.  He  now  began 
one  of  his  major  wartime  pursuits,  collecting  art  from  the 
defeated  nations.  Irving  describes  and  analyzes  the  collection 
Goring  accumulated  at  Carinhall. 

Goring  was  promoted  to  Reichmarschall  by  Hitler  on  July 
19,  1940,  a  day  on  which  Hitler  made  a  peace  offer  to  Britain. 
Irving  mixes  a  description  of  Goring  hunting  in  Rominten, 
East  Prussia,  with  ordering  the  air  raid  on  Coventry,  and 
collecting  art  in  Paris.  He  points  out  that  Goring  still  longed 
for  peace  with  England  and  was  bitterly  opposed  to 
Barbarossa  (for  economic,  not  moral,  reasons).  According  to 
Irving,  Goring  leaked  the  actual  date  of  the  Barbarossa  plan  to 
the  British.  To  Irving,  this  was  an  extraordinary  act,  bordering 
on  treason.  In  May  1941,  Goring’s  prestige  remained  high. 
Irving  describes  his  reaction  to  the  flight  of  Hess  to  England 
and  his  replacement  by  Bormann,  as  well  as  the  successful 
assault  Goring’s  paratroopers  carried  out  that  month  on  Crete. 

On  June  22, 1941,  Germany  attacked  Russia.  Irving  provides 
much  data  on  the  technical  superiority  of  the  German  air 
force,  citing  Milch’s  diary’s  entries  of  hundreds  of  Russian 
planes  destroyed  each  day  during  the  first  week  of  the  war. 
Goring  spent  much  of  the  summer  of  1941  aboard  Asia  in  East 
Prussia,  mostly  in  poor  health,  Irving  reveals.  Nevertheless 
Goring  found  time  to  visit  Paris  to  buy  more  paintings  and  to 
vacation  in  Bavaria.  Goring’s  lax  leadership  of  the  Luftwaffe 
resulted  in  low  production  of  aircraft.  His  director  of  air 
armament,  Ernst  Udet,  committed  suicide  in  November  of 
that  year.  Leningrad  and  Moscow  held  out  against  the 
German  assault,  and  December  brought  Pearl  Harbor  and 
Hitler’s  declaration  of  war  against  the  U.S.  Goring’s  diary 
shows  him  drained  by  the  immense  human  drama  on  the 
Eastern  front,  causing  him  to  flee  south  and  west  to  Carinhall. 

As  the  RAF  began  incendiary  bombings  of  German  cities, 
Goring  revisited  Veldenstein  castle  and  made  more  than  one 
trip  to  Paris.  Showing  favoritism,  as  he  did  often,  Goring 
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exempted  Horcher’s,  a  leading  Berlin  restaurant,  staff  from 
military  service,  receiving  in  return  70,000  bottles  of  port  wine 
for  the  Luftwaffe.  The  British  air  attacks  increased  with  the 
first  thousand-plane  raid,  over  Cologne,  in  May  1942.  By  the 
end  of  the  year,  Stalingrad  was  surrounded,  the  British  were 
on  the  offensive  at  Alamein,  and  the  Anglo-Americans  had 
landed  in  North  Africa. 

In  January  1943  RAF  bombers,  as  well  as  American  daylight 
bombers,  began  to  attack  Berlin.  Goring’s  drug  problem  had 
returned,  which,  together  with  his  poor  health,  made  him  a 
poor  commander-in-chief  of  the  German  air  force.  Goring’s 
popularity  with  the  people  was  still  undiminished,  although 
his  stock  was  fading  with  Hitler  and  the  rest  of  the  leadership. 

Irving  describes  the  worsening  of  Germany’s  military 
situation  in  1943,  as  the  Russians  repelled  the  German  Citadel 
tank  offensive  at  Kursk  in  July.  On  July  9  the  Allies  landed  in 
Sicily,  bringing  about  the  fall  of  Mussolini  and  the  Italian 
government’s  surrender.  Irving  describes  how,  ironically, 
Goring’s  greed  for  art  treasures  led  him  to  preserve  16  crates 
of  masterpieces  from  the  Allied  aerial  devastation  of  Monte 
Cassino  in  February  1944. 

Throughout  1944  the  British  and  Americans  continued  to 
pound  Germany’s  cities  and  factories,  badly  hampering 
aircraft  production.  Goring’s  anti-invasion  operations  in 
Normandy  were  thwarted,  in  good  part  by  British  code 
breakers.  His  prestige  was  now  in  steep  decline.  Irving 
describes  the  attempt  to  assassinate  Hitler  on  20  July,  from 
which  Luftwaffe  officers  remained  almost  completely  aloof. 
After  an  initial  success  in  the  Ardennes  offensive,  the 
Luftwaffe  was  driven  from  the  skies.  Goring’s  impotence  was 
demonstrated  when  the  RAF  and  American  bombers 
destroyed  Dresden  in  February.  (Irving  follows  his  classic 
account,  The  Destruction  of  Dresden.)  When  the  Soviet  armies 
approached,  Goring  sent  Carinhall’s  treasures  to  southern 
Germany. 

As  Germany  collapsed,  Goring,  at  the  Obersalzberg, 
attempted,  prematurely,  to  succeed  Hitler.  Goring  was 
arrested  by  troops  from  Himmler’s  SS.  On  May  7  Goring,  now 
52  years  of  age,  surrendered  to  the  Commander  of  the 
American  36th  Infantry  Division.  Three  days  later  he  was 
taken  to  7th  Army  Headquarters,  where  he  met  General 
Spaatz,  commander  of  the  American  strategic  air  forces,  who 
interviewed  him  over  a  bottle  of  whisky. 
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Parting  from  Emmy  and  Edda,  whom  he  would  not  see 
again  for  18  months,  Goring  was  taken  across  Germany  to 
Mondorf,  in  Luxembourg,  and  confined  there  for  three 
months,  along  with  fifty  other  prominent  National  Socialists. 
Irving  describes  his  all-important  luggage  and  toilet  case, 
which  contained  at  least  three  brass  capsules,  each  fashioned 
from  a  nine  millimeter  cartridge  case,  one  and  one  half  inches 
long,  and  containing  a  glass  vial  of  hydrocyanic  acid.  One 
cartridge,  in  a  tin  of  American  coffee,  was  discovered  and 
confiscated  by  the  Americans.  Irving  recounts  Goring’s 
medical  examination,  which  revealed  his  drug  addiction,  and 
the  constant  interrogations,  especially  by  American  military 
historian  Dr.  George  N.  Shuster.  On  August  12,  1945  Goring 
was  transported  to  Nuremberg.  A  German  doctor,  Ludwig 
Pflucker,  provided  injections  of  Vitamin  B  and  Seconal  tablets 
to  Goring,  so  he  could  sleep. 

On  November  20,  1945  the  “Trial  of  the  Major  War 
Criminals”  began.  The  chief  American  prosecuting  attorney, 
Justice  Robert  H.  Jackson— later  Goring’s  prominent 
adversary— opened  the  prosecution  case  by  accusing  the 
Germans  of  killing  5.7  million  Jews.  As  the  prosecution  case 
wore  on,  Goring  was  able  to  strike  up  a  friendship  with  Lt. 
Jack  G.  Wheelis,  a  hard-drinking  six-foot-two  Texan.  Goring 
sought  this  friendship  for  two  reasons:  Wheelis  was  an 
impressive  huntsman,  and  he  held  a  key  to  the  baggage  room. 
The  American  officer  carried  Goring’s  letters  to  Emmy  and 
Edda,  and  retrieved  other  valuables  from  the  locked  baggage 
room.  In  exchange  for  this,  Wheelis  received  choice  gifts  from 
the  Reichsmarschall. 

The  prosecution  presented  its  case  over  five  months.  Then, 
on  March  13,  1946,  Gdring,  in  physical  prime  and  slimmer 
than  ever  before,  took  the  stand.  His  immense  ability  and 
knowledge,  his  mastery  and  understanding  of  the  captured 
documents,  were  impressive.  Five  days  later  Jackson  began 
his  cross  examination.  It  was  an  historic  duel.  Noble  in 
manner,  handsome  in  feature  once  again,  Goring’s  bearing  in 
the  witness  box  impressed  friend  and  foe  alike.  Jackson  was 
out  of  his  depth,  with  little  knowledge  of  history  and  none  of 
German,  while  Goring  had  a  good  grasp  of  English.  Goring’s 
conviction  was  nevertheless  a  foregone  conclusion. 

On  August  31,  1946,  in  his  closing  trial  statements,  Goring 
accepted  blanket  responsibility  for  the  charges  against  Hitler 
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and  the  Third  Reich,  He  was  sentenced  to  death  on  October  1, 
but  one  poison  capsule  was  still  in  his  baggage,  hidden  in  a  pot 
of  skin  cream,  according  to  one  of  Goring’s  letters.  The 
capsule  was  in  all  probability  smuggled  into  his  cell  by  Lt. 
Wheelis  and  Dr.  Pfliicker.  This  reviewer,  who  always  thought 
that  the  vial  of  poison  was  concealed  in  the  bowl  of  Goring’s 
meerschaum  pipe,  found  Irving’s  revelations  on  Goring’s  final 
hours  surprising. 

Irving’s  massive  biography  of  Hermann  Goring  contains 
superb  photographs,  a  select  bibliography,  comprehensive 
acknowledgements,  and  exhaustive  notes.  The  author’s  notes 
and  microfilms  have  been  deposited  at  the  Institut  fur 
Zeitgeschichte  in  Munich  for  others  to  use.  Such  is  the 
generosity  of  this  British  historian. 

To  this  reviewer  Goring’s  life  and  career  up  to  1932,  though 
sad,  were  admirable  in  many  respects.  The  love  story  of  Carin 
and  Hermann,  sensitively  delineated  by  Irving  from  their 
letters,  is  a  classic,  like  those  of  Romeo  and  Juliet  or  Abelard 
and  Hdloise.  From  1932  onward,  Goring’s  life  and  career  turns 
megalomaniac  and  bizarre,  in  many  respects  not  admirable. 
Some  positive  achievements  are  overshadowed  by  his  greed 
for  material  things;  his  self-indulgence,  manifested  in  his 
obesity,  his  fantastic  costumes,  and  his  theatrical  make-up; 
and  his  serious  neglect  of  his  military  and  political 
responsibilities.  Only  with  Goring’s  arrest  and  trial  at 
Nuremberg  does  his  earlier  character  resurface.  One  can 
admire  Goring’s  resolution  and  courage  in  his  last  days. 

Irving  is  already  at  work  of  the  second  volume  of  Churchill’s 
War,  his  wartime  biography  of  Winston  Churchill,  as  he 
indicated  in  his  address  at  the  February  1989  conference  of 
the  Institute  of  Historical  Review  (published  in  the  Fall  1989 
issue  of  this  journal].  Volume  one  of  the  Churchill  biography  is 
now  available  from  the  Institute,  as  is  the  volume  under 
review. 
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humankind,  they  ended -continues  to  be  shackled  and  guarded  in 
Western  Europe  and  North  America  as  thoroughly,  and  more 
effectively,  than  historical  truth  in  the  pre-glasnost’  East. 

If  we  at  IHR  may  make  one  prediction  about  this  final  decade  of 
the  second  millennium  after  Christ,  however,  it  is  that  the  coming 
ten  years  will  see  the  triumph  of  Historical  Revisionism  around  the 
world.  As  the  past  decade  began,  the  Holocaust  cult  and  its 
beneficiaries,  the  chief  stumbling  block  to  establishing  the  facts 
about  the  Second  World  War,  seemed  invincible.  As  it  closes,  the 
Soviet  system  in  Eastern  Europe  is  collapsing,  and  the  USSR  itself 
faces  an  existential  crisis  in  which  it  has  no  alternative  but  to 
confront  and  reveal  the  bitter  facts  of  its  own  past.  The  state  of  Israel 
and  the  Zionist  movement  stand  exposed  to  most  of  the  world  as 
morally  bankrupt;  they  approach  intellectual  bankruptcy;  how  long 
will  America’s  prodigal  subsidies  be  there  to  avert  financial  and 
political  bankruptcy? 

The  peoples  of  Central  and  Eastern  Europe  are  tearing  down  the 
barriers  to  freedom  of  action  and  movement.  Despite  the  best  efforts 
of  the  ideological  police  of  the  Bundesrepublik,  Austria,  and 
elsewhere,  the  barriers  to  freedom  of  historical  inquiry  and 
expression  are  coming  down,  too:  the  handwriting  is  on  the  Berlin 
Wall.  The  pioneering  work  of  Rassinier  and  Barnes  and  Hoggan  and 
Irving  and  Staglich  and  Butz  and  Faurisson  and  the  many  other 
courageous  Revisionist  fighters  for  truth  will  not,  can  not,  be 
suppressed  much  longer. 

None  of  this  is  to  suggest,  of  course,  that  the  battle  is  won,  let  alone 
that  some  sort  of  millennium,  or  “end  of  history,”  is  at  hand.  The 
savage  and  nearly  fatal  attack  on  Robert  Faurisson  in  Vichy  last 
September  is  reminder  enough  of  how  vicious  the  enemies  of  truth 
continue  to  be.  The  trials  and  tribulations  of  Revisionists,  of  those 
Americans  and  others  accused  of  “war  crimes”  long  ago  and  far 
away,  and  of  whole  peoples  still  exposed  to  campaigns  of  hate 
propaganda,  are  not  yet  over. 

In  this  country,  the  American  values  for  which  America’s 
Revisionists  have  fought— the  proud  self-sufficiency  and  non¬ 
interventionism  advocated  by  George  Washington  in  his  great 
Farewell  Address— pose  a  distinct  threat  to  the  Establishment  which 
rules  America.  A  continuing  task  for  American  Revisionists  in  the 
coming  years  will  be  alerting  their  countrymen  to  the  harsh 
consequences  that  have  flown  from  their  leaders  preference  for 
meddling  abroad  rather  than  solving  problems  at  home. 

We  at  IHR  and  The  Journal  of  Historical  Review,  after  meeting  the 
challenges  of  the  1980’s  (from  sniper’s  bullets  to  hotel  cancellations 
to  nuisance  lawsuits  to  the  terrorist  arson  destruction  of  our 
headquarters  and  warehouse  on  July  4,  1984)  are  ready  and  willing 
to  tackle  those  of  the  1990’s.  We  thank  you,  our  subscribers,  without 
whom  our  achievements  would  not  have  been  possible.  On  to  the 
year  2000  and  victory  over  the  historical  blackout! 

— Theodore  J.  O’Keefe 


About  the  Contributors 


HENRY  M.  ADAMS  is  Professor  Emeritus  of  Modern  History 
at  the  University  of  California,  Santa  Barbara.  Dr.  Adams 
earned  his  Ph.D.  at  Stanford  in  1937,  after  study  at  Lehigh 
University  (B.A.,  1930),  the  University  of  Berlin  (1931),  and 
the  University  of  Southern  California  (M.A.,  1934).  Dr.  Adams 
is  the  author  of  Prussian-American  Relations  1775-1870  and 
Recht  im  Dienste  der  Menschenwiirde  (Law  in  the  Service  of 
Human  Dignity).  Rebel  Patriot,  his  comprehensive  biography 
of  Franz  von  Papen,  was  reviewed  in  the  Spring  1988  issue  of 
The  Journal  of  Historical  Review  and  is  available  for  purchase 
from  IHR. 

JOHN  COBDEN  is  the  pseudonym  of  an  American  writer  on 
politics.  His  articles  have  appeared  in  numerous  national 
magazines  and  major  newspapers,  including  the  Hartford 
Courant,  the  Oakland  Tribune,  and  the  Orange  County 
Register.  He  is  also  the  author  of  a  bestselling  book  on  current 
American  poltical  thinking. 

JOSEPH  HALOW  is  a  retired  business  executive.  After  his 
work  as  a  court  reporter  in  Dachau,  he  worked  for  an  export- 
import  firm,  then  headed  a  company  which  traded 
internationally  in  grain.  He  lives  near  Washington,  D.C. 

FLORENCE  ROST  VAN  TONNINGEN  was  born  in  the 
Netherlands  in  1914.  After  university  studies  in  biology 
(under  the  late  Nobel  laureate  Konrad  Lorenz),  she  traveled 
widely  in  Europe  and  Asia.  The  wife  of  Dutch  economist 
M.M.  Rost  van  Tonningen  from  1940  until  his  murder  in 
1945,  Mrs.  Rost  van  Tonningen  founded  a  successful  business 
after  the  war.  She  heads  Consortium  “De  Levensboom,”  an 
organization  which  promotes  a  folkish  worldview,  and 
publishes  Manuscripten,  the  group’s  Dutch-  and  German- 
language  periodical. 

MARK  WEBER  studied  history  at  the  University  of  Illinois 
(Chicago),  the  University  of  Munich,  Portland  State  University 
(B.A.,  1976),  and  Indiana  University  (M.A.,  1977).  He  has 
published  many  articles  on  Revisionist  subjects  in  The  Journal 
of  Historical  Review  and  elsewhere,  and  is  currently  working 
on  a  major  Revisionist  study  of  the  Holocaust  story. 


THE  LEUCHTER  REPORT 


The  First  Forensic  Examination 
of  Auschwitz 


ith 


Foreword 


In 


DA\ 


ID 


IRY 


ING 


This  is  the  report  which 
convinced  world-renowned 
historian  David  Irving  to 
change  his  mind  about  the 
Holocaust.  (Irving  called  it 
“shattering”!)  The  testimony 
of  its  author,  American 
engineer  and  gas  chamber 
expert  Fred  Leuchter,  rocked  the  second  trial  of  Ernst  Ziindel  in  Toronto. 

Now  you  can  find  out  why. 

At  the  urging  of  Prof.  Robert  Faurisson,  Fred  Leuchter  traveled  to  Poland 
and  gathered  the  physical  evidence  for  this  report  at  Auschwitz  and  Majdanek, 
right  under  the  noses  of  the  Communist  authorities.  Now  you  can  obtain  and 
study  his  milestone  forensic  analysis  in  a  highly  readable  summary  edition.  A 
brand  new  printing  of  The  Leuchter  Report,  with  a  foreword  by  David 
Irving  and  an  introduction  by  Robert  Faurisson,  the  full  forensic  summary,  and 
the  meticulous  documentation  laying  out  the  evidence,  is  $20.00,  with  part  of 
the  proceeds  earmarked  to  help  defray  the  enormous  costs  of  the  project. 

The  Leuchter  Report:  The  First  Forensic  Examination  of 
Auschwitz  is  straightforward  and  clearly  presented  with  photos,  maps  and 
charts.  You’ll  not  only  learn  what  everyone  interested  in  this  aspect  of  World 
War  II  history  needs  to  know  about  the  properties  and  applications  of  Zyklon- 
B  and  real-world  gas  chamber  construction,  you’ll  hold  in  your  hands  a 
thorough  scientific  demonstration  that  the  famous  homicidal  “gas  chambers"  at 
Auschwitz,  Birkenau,  and  Majdanek  could  not  have,  and  did  not,  exist. 

The  Leuchter  Report  is  an  indispensible  reference.  No  Revisionist  library 
is  complete  without  it.  Order  yours  today.  Supplies  are  limited. 


AUSCHWITZ:  THE  END  OF  THE  LINE 


“The  ball  is  in  their  court." 

-David  Irving 
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